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HOME RULE AND REORGANIZATION FOR THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 


TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 20, 1951 


Untrep Srares SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON THE Disrricr or CoLUMBIA, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m. in the District of 
Columbia room, United States Capitol, Senator Matthew M. Neely 
(chairman) presiding. 

Present: Senators Neely, Smith of North Carolina, and Case. 

Also present: Robert H. Mollohan, clerk; Gerhard P. Van Arkel, 
committee counsel, and William P. Gulledge, assistant committee 
counsel. 

The CuarrmMan. The committee will be in order. 

The committee has convened to conduct hearings on S. 656. The 
text of this bill is as follows: 


[S. 656, 82d Cong., 1st sess.] 
A BILL To provide for home rule and reorganization in the District of Columbia 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act, divided into titles and sections 
according to the following table of contents, may be cited as the “District of 
Columbia Charter Act”. 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
TITLE I—DEFINITIONS 
Sec. 101. Definitions. 
TitLe II—STATUS OF THE DISTRICT 


Sec. 201. Status of the District. 
TITLE IlI—TuHe District CoUNCIL . 
PART 1—CREATION OF DISTRICT COUNCIL 


See. 301. Creation and membership. 
Sec. 302. Qualifications for holding office. 
Sec. 303. Compensation. 


PART 2. PRINCIPAL FUNCTIONS OF THE DISTRICT COUNCIL 


. Functions heretofore exercised by the Board of Commissioners. 
2. Functions relating to zoning. 

. Certain delegated functions. 

24. Ordinances. 

5. Legislative proposals. 

. Limitations on powers of District Council. 

. Creation and abolition of advisory boards and commissions. 





PART 3. ORGANIZATION AND PROCEDURE OF THE DISTRICT COUNCIL 


. The Chairman. 
. Secretary of the District Council ; records and documents. 
Meetings. 
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Form of legislative proposals and ordinances. 


Minimum period for considering legislative proposals and ordinances. 
Procedure for zoning ordinances. 
*. 337. Investigations by District Council. 





TitLe IV—ACTION BY CONGRESS AND THE PRESIDENT ON LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS 
PART 1—-LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS 

Sec. 401, Deposits and publications. 

Sec. 402. Disapproval by the Congress or by the President. 

Sec. 403. Emergency authority with respect to legislative proposals. 

Sec. 404. Reservation of congressional authority. 

Sec. 405. Printing in statutes at large. 


PART 2—RULES OF THE SBNATE AND HOUSE 
Sec. 421. Rule-making power of Senate and House. 
Sec. 422. Resolutions disapproving legislative proposals. 
Sec. 423. Concurrent resolutions received from other House. 


TITLE V—-THR DISTRICT MANAGER 
Sec. 501. Appointment, qualifications, and salary. 
Sec. 02. Powers and duties. 
Sec. 503. Assistants to the District Manager. 
Sec. 504. Executive office of the District Manager. 


TitLe VI—THeE District BUDGET 
Sec. 601. Fiscal year. 
Sec. 602. Budgetary details fixed by District Council 
Sec. 603. Adoption of budget. 

Sec. 604. Budget establishes appropriations. 

Sec. 605. Appropriations for emergency purposes. 


TirLe VII—BorROowWING 


PART 1-—-BORROWING FOR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 


Sec. 701. Borrowing power; debt limitation. 
Sec. 702. Referendum on bond issue. 

Sec. 703. Contents of legislative proposal. 

Sec. 704. Maximum maturity of bonds. 

Sec. 705. Bonds payable in annual installments. 
Sec. 706, Publication of legislative proposal. 
Sec. 707. Short period of limitations. 

Sec. JO8. Public sale. 

Sec. 709. Other proceedings by resolution. 


PART 2——-SHORT-TERM BORROWING 


Sec. 721. Borrowing to meet emergency appropriations. 
Sec. 722. Borrowing in anticipation of revenues 

Sec. 723. Notes redeemable prior to maturity. 

Sec. 724. Sale of notes. 


PART 3-—PAYMENT OF BONDS AND NOTES 


Payment of bonds and notes. 


TITLE VILI—FINANCIAL AFFAIRS OF THE DISTRICT 


PART 1 FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATION 


Sec. 801. Surety bonds. 


Sec. 802. Director of the Department of Finance ; powers and duties. 
Sec. 808. Work Programs; allotments ; control of appropriations. 
Sec. 804. Accounting supervision and control. 

Sec. 805. When contracts and expenditures prohibited. 

Sec. 806. Lapse of appropriations. 

Sec. 807. General fund. 


Sec. 808. Contracts extending beyond one year. 


PART 2—-ANNUAL POST AUDIT BY GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 


Sec. 821. Independent annual post audit. 
Sec. 822. Cost of audit. 


Sec. 823. Amendment of Budget and Accounting Act. 








PART 3—ADJUSTMENT OF FEDERAL AND DISTRICT BXPENSES 


Sec. 831. Adjustment of Federal and District expenses. 
Sec. 832. Crediting of certain fees and fines. 
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TiTtte IX—THE EXxeEccTIveE DEPARTMENTS 


Sec. 901. General provisions. 

Sec. 902. Department of Health. 

Sec. 903. Department of Welfare. 

Sec. 904. Department of Recreation. 
Sec. 905. Department of Public Safety. 
Sec. 906. Department of Finance. 

Sec. 907. Department of Law. 

Sec. 908. Department of Public Works. 
Sec. 909. Department of Libraries. 

Sec. 910. Department of Labor. 

Sec. 911. Department of Commerce. 
Sec. 912. Department of Corrections. 
See. 913. Department of Professional and Occupational Standards. 


TITLE X—CERTAIN AGENCIES NOT UNDER THE DIRECTION AND SUPERVISION OF THE DISTRICT 
MANAGER 


Sec. 1001. Zoning Adjustment Board. 
See. 1002. Publie Utilities Commission. 
Sec. 1008. Board of Tax Appeals. 

Sec. 1004. Redevelopment Land Agency. 
Sec. 1005. Executive officers. 


TITLE XI—BoOarD OF EDUCATION 


Sec. 1101. Creation and membership. 

Sec. 1102. Transfer of functions. 

Sec. 1103. Functions and limitations. 

Sec. 1104. Qualifications for holding office. 

Sec. 1105. Compensation of members. 

Sec. 1106. President of the Board of Education. 

Sec. 1107. Secretary of the Board of Education ; records, 
Sec. 1108. Meetings. 


TitLe XII—ELBcTIONS IN THE DISTRICT 


See, 1201, Board of Elections. 

See. 1202. What elections shall be held 
Sec. 1203. Elective officers ; terms of office. 
Sec. 1204. Vacancies, 

Sec. 1205. What candidates are elected. 
Sec. 1206. Qualified electors. 

Sec. 1207. Registration. 

See. 1208. Qualified candidates. 

See. 1209. Nominations. 

Sec. 1210. Nonpartisan elections. 


Sec. 1211. Method of voting. 

See. 1212. Recounts and contests. 

Sec. 1213. Interference with registration or voting. 
Sec. 1214. Violations. 


TitLe XIII—APPOINTMENT, RECLASSIFICATION, AND RETIREMENT OF OFFICERS AND 
EMPLOYEES 


PART 1——-APPOINTMENT AND CLASSIFICATION 


See. 1301. Application of the Civil Service Act. 

Sec. 1302. Status of officers and employees of the District in the Federal classified civil 
service, 

Sec. 1303. Selection of District employees. 

Sec. 1304. Noncompliance of the District with requirements of the Civil Service Commission. 

See. 1305. Application of the Classification Act of 1923 to officers and employees of the 
District. 

Sec. 1306. Compensation of certain employees of the District. 

Sec. 1307. Payment for services rendered by Civil Service Commission. 


PART 2-—-RETIREMENT 


Sec. 1321. Liability of District. as 
See. 1322. Payment for services rendered by Civil Service Commission 


TItLE XIV—MISCELLANEOUS 


Sec. 1401. Agreements with United States. 

Sec. 1402. Personal interest in contracts or transactions. 

Sec. 1403. Saint Elizabeths Hospital. 

Sec. 1404. Register of Wills and Clerk of Probate Court. 

Sec. 1405. National Capital Park and Planning Commission. 

Sec. 1406. Certain functions now administered by Federal agencies. 
Sec. 1407. National Capital Housing Authority. 

Sec. 1408. Compensation from more than one source. 

Sec. 1409. Miscellaneous Federal agencies. 
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TITLE XV—SUCCESSION IN GOVERNMENT 


Sec. 1501. Transfer of personnel, property, and funds. 

Sec. 1502. Existing statutes, regulations, and so forth. 

Sec. 1503. Pending actions and proceedings. 

Sec. 1504. Vacancies resulting from abolition of Board of Commissioners. 


TItLS XVI 





SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS 
Sec. 1601. Separability of provisions. 
TITLE XVII—TEMPORARY PROVISIONS 


Sec. 1701. Powers of the President during transition period. 
Sec. 1702. Reimbursable appropriation for the District for the period ending June 30, 1950. 


TitLe XVIII—Errective Dates 
Sec. 1801. Effective dates. 
TITLE XIX—SUBMISSION OF CHARTER FOR REFERENDUM 


Sec. 1901. Charter referendum. 

Sec. 1902. Charter Referendum Board. 

Sec. 1903. Registration. 

Sec. 1904. Charter referendum ballot; notice of voting. 
Sec. 1905. Method of voting. 

Sec. 1906. Acceptance or nonacceptance of charter. 
Sec. 1907. Interference with registration or voting. 
Sec. 1908. Violations. 


TITLE XX—FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION 


Sec. 2001. Authorization of appropriation. 


TITLE I—DEFINITIONS 
DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 101. For the purposes of this Act— 

(1) The term “District” means the District of Columbia, 

(2) The term “District Council” means the Council of the District of Columbia 
provided for by title IIL. 

(3) The term “Chairman” means the Chairman of the District Council pro- 
vided for by title III. 

(4) The term “District Manager” means the District Manager provided for 
by title V. 

(5) The term “qualified elector” means a qualified elector of the District as 
specified in section 1206 (b). 

(6) The term “expenditure”, when applied to any period of time, includes 
an obligation to expend incurred during such period, but does not inelude a 
disbursement made in such period if the obligation to make such disbursement 
was incurred in a prior period. 

(7) The term “person” includes an individual, partnership, association, joint- 
stock company, trust, or corporation. 

(8) The term “budget year” means the fiscal year for which any particular 
budget becomes effective and in which such budget is administered. 

(J) The term “capital project”, or “project”, means (a) any physical publie 
betterment or improvement and any preliminary studies and surveys relative 
thereto; (b) the acquisition of property of a permanent nature; or (c) the pur- 
chase of equipment for any public betterment or improvement when first erected 
or acquired. 

(10) The term “pending”, when applied to any capital project, means author- 
ized but not yet completed. 


TITLE II—STATUTE OF THE DISTRICT 
STATUS OF THE DISTRICT 
Sec. 201. (a) All the territory which was ceded by the State of Maryland to 
the Congress of the United States for the permanent seat of the government of 
the United States shall continue to be designated as the District of Columbia. 


The District of Columbia is hereby declared to be a body politic and corporate 
in perpetuity for governmental purposes and as such may sue and be sued, 
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contract and be contracted with, and have a corporate seal. Such body politic 
and corporate is the successor of the District of Columbia created by section 
2 of the Revised Statutes relating to the District of Columbia and continued by 
the first section of the Act of June 11, 1878 (D. C. Code, 1940 edition, section 
1-102). So far as is consistent with the provisions of this Act, all powers, 
rights, privileges, immunities, duties, obligations, assets, and liabilities of the 
District of Columbia created by such section 2 are hereby transferred to, vested 
in, and imposed upon the body politic and corporate created by this section, 

(b) Section 1 of the Act of February 21, 1871 (16 Stat. 419) and section 1 of 
the Act of June 11, 1878 (20 Stat. 102), are hereby repealed. 


TITLE II—THE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
ParT 1—CrReEATION oF District Counc 
CREATION AND MEMBERSHIP 


Sec. 301. (a) There is hereby created a Council of the District of Columbia 
consisting of eleven members, nine of whom shall be elected as provided in title 
XII, and two of whom shall be appointed, without regard to political affiliation, 
by the President by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. 

(b) The terms of the offices on the District Council to be filled by appoint- 
ment shall be four years beginning on January 1 following the expiration of the 
preceding terms of such offices, except that (1) the terms of office of the first 
appointed members shall expire, as designated by the President av the time 
of appointment, one at the close of December 31, 1953, and the other at the close 
of December 31, 1955; and (2) the term of office of a member a)pointed to 
fill a vacancy occurring prior to the expiration of the term for which his prede- 
cessor was appointed, shall be appointed for the remainder of such term. 


QUALIFICATIONS FOR HOLDING OFFICE 


Sec. 302. No person s‘iall hold the office of member of the District Council 
unless he (1) is a qualified elector, (2) resides and is domiciled in the District, 
(3) holds no other elective public office, and (4) holds no appointive office for 
which compensation is previded out of District funds. 


COMPENSATION 


Sec. 308. Each member of the District Council, except the Chairman, shall 
receive compensation at a rate of $5,000 per annum, payable in equal monthly 
installments. The Chairman shall receive compensation at a rate of S7,500 
per annum, payable in equal monthly installments, with a general expense 
ancecount of $3,000 per annum plus such additional allowances for expenses as 
may be authorized by the District Council. 


Part 2—PrINCIPAL FUNCTIONS OF THE DiStricr CouNCTI 
FUNCTIONS HERETOFORE EXERCISED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 


Sec. 821. (a) Except as otherwise provided in this Act, all functions granted 
to or imposed upon the Board of Commissioners of the District are hereby trans- 
ferred to the District Council. 

(b) The Board of Commissioners of the District. is hereby abolished. 


FUNCTIONS RELATING TO ZONING 


Sec. 322. (a) The Zoning Commission created by the first section of the Act 
of March 1, 1920, creating a Zoning Commission for the District of Columbia, 
as amended (D. C. Code, 1940 edition, sec. 5-412), is hereby abolished, and its 
functions are, to the extent not inconsistent with section 1405 (c), transferred 
to the District Council. 

(b) The Zoning Advisory Council created by section 5 of the Act of June 20, 
1938, providing for the zoning of the District (D. C. Code, 1940 edition, sec. 
5-417) is hereby abolished, and its functions are transferred to the National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission. 
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CERTAIN DELEGATED FUNCTIONS 













Sec. 323. No function of the Board of Commissioners of the District which such 
Board has delegated to an officer or agency of the District shall, for the purposes 
of section 321, be considered as a function granted to or imposed upon the Board. 
Except as otherwise provided in section 913 (a), each such function is hereby 
transferred to the officer or agency to whom or to which it was delegated. 


ORDINANCES 


Sec. 324. (a) The District Counsel— 

(1) may pas ordinances to carry out those functions of a legislative char- 
acter transferred to it by section 321; 

(2) may pass ordinances (hereinafter referred to as “zoning ordinances” ) 
to carry out those functions of a legislative character transferred to it by 
section 822 (a); and 

(3) may pass ordinances providing for the exercise, otherwise than by 
the District Council itself, of functions (other than functions of a legis- 
lative character) transferred to it by sections 321 and 322 (a). 

(b) An ordinance (other than a zoning ordinance) shall take effect as law 
upon passage by the District Council. 

(c) A zoning ordinance shall take effect as law only as provided in section 
336. 


LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS 


Sec. 325. (a) Except as provided in section 326 (a), the District Council may 
pass legislative proposals on any subject coming within the scope of the power 
of Congress in its capacity as legislature for the District of Columbia, as dis- 
tinguished from its capacity as the national legislature. 

(b) A legislative proposal passed by the District Council shall take effect as 
law only as provided in title IV. 


LIMITATIONS ON POWERS OF DISTRICT COUNCIL 


Sec. 326. (a) The District Council may not pass any legislative proposal or 
ordinance 
(1) imposing any tax on property of the United States: 
(2) granting an exclusive privilege, immunity, or franchise ; 
(3) authorizing any lottery or the sale of lottery tickets or authorizing 
any form of gambling: 
(4) authorizing the use of public money in support of any sectarian, de- 
nominational, or private school ; 
(5) lending the public credit for support of any private undertaking; or 
(6) amending section 321, 322, 324, 325, or 336, title IV, this subsection, 
or subsection (b) or (c) of this section. 
(b) Any legislative proposal amending any provision of title IIT, V (except 
section 504), XI or XII may be passed by the District Council only by the 
affirmative vote of at least two-thirds of the members then holding office. 
(c) Any legislative proposal authorizing the issuance of bonds may be passed 
only in compliance with the provisions of title VIT. 


CREATION AND ABOLITION OF ADVISORY BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 


Sec. 327. (a) The District Council may by ordinance create such advisory 
boards and commissions as it deems necessary or appropriate for the proper 
functioning of the District government, and may provide for the appointment and 
fix the compensation of the members thereof. 

(b) The District Council may by ordinance reorganize or abolish any advisory 
board or Commission created pursuant to subsection (a). 


PART 3—ORGANIZATION AND PROCEDURE OF THE DistRICcT COUNCIL 
THE CHAIRMAN 
Sec. 331. The District Council shall elect from among its members a Chairman 


who shall be the presiding officer of the District Council, the official spokesman 
for the District, and the head of the District for ceremonial purposes. The term 
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of the first Chairman shall expire at the close of December 31, 1953, and at the 
close of December 31 of each succeeding odd-numbered year the term of office of 
the incumbent Chairman shall expire. 


. 


SECRETARY OF THE DISTRICT COUNCIL ; RECORDS AND DOCU MENTS 


Sec. 332. (a) The District Council shall appoint a secretary who shall serve 
at the pleasure of the District Council as its chief administrative officer. The 
secretary shall receive a salary at a rate to be fixed by the District Council by 
ordinance. 

(b) The person duly acting as secretary shal! have the authority vested by 
law in the secretary and assistant secretary of the Board of Commissioners of 
the District, and shall (1) keep a full record of the proceedings of the District 
Council, (2) keep a journal showing the text of all legislative proposals and 
ordinances introduced, the substance of the debates, and the ayes and noes of 
each vote, (3) authenticate by his signature and record in full, in a book kept 
for the purpose, all legislative proposals, ordinances, and resolutions passed by 
the District Council, (4) as custodian, use and authenticate the corporate seal 
of the District, in aecordance with the rules of the District Council, and (5) 
preside at meetings of the District Council when the office of Chairman is vacant. 


MEETINGS 


Sec. 333. (a) The first meeting of the District Council after this part takes 
effect shall be called by the member who receives the highest vote in the election 
provided in tithe XII. He shall preside until a Chairman is elected. The first 
meeting of the District Council in each even-number year commencing with 1954 
shall be called by the secretary of the District Council for a date not later than 
January 7 of such year. 

(b) The District Council shall by resolution provide for the time and place 
of its regular meetings. The District Council shall hold at least one regular 
meeting in each calendar week, except that during July and August it shall hold 
at least two regular meetings in each month. 


FORM OF LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS AND ORDINANCES 


Sec. 334. (a) The enacting clause of all legislative proposals passed by the 
District Council shall be “Be it enaeted by the Council of the District of Co- 
lumbia,”’. 

(b) The ordaining clause of all ordinances passed by the District Council 
shall be “The Council of the District of Columbia hereby ordains,” 

(c) The resolving clause of all resolutions passed by the District Council shall 
be “The Council of the District of Columbia hereby resolves,”’. 


MINIMUM PERIOD FOR CONSIDERING LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS AND ORDINANCES 


Sec. 335. The District Council shall not pass any legislative proposal or ordi 
nance before the thirteenth day following the day on which it is introduced, 
except upon unanimous vote of the members present. 


PROCEDURE FOR ZONING ORDINANCES 


Sec. 336. (a) Before any zoning ordinance for the District is passed by the 
District Council— 

(1) the District Council shall deposit the ordinance in its introduced 
form, with the National Capital Park and Planning Commission. Such Com- 
mission shall within thirty days after the date of such deposit, report to the 
District Council whether the interests of the Federal Government would 
best be served by passing the ordinance in its introduced form, by passing 
it in an amended form suggested by the Commission, or by its rejection. The 
District Council may not pass the ordinance unless it has received such report 
or the Commission has failed to report within the thirty-day period above 
specified ; 

(2) the District Council (or an appropriate committee thereof) shall hold 
a public hearing on the ordinance. At least thirty days’ notice of the hearing 
Shall be published in a daily newspaper of general circulation in the District. 
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Such notice shall include the time and place of the hearing and a summary 
of all changes in existing law which would be made by adoption of the ordi- 
nance. The District Council (or committee thereof holding the hearing) 

, shall give such additional notice as it finds expedient and practicable. At 
the hearing interested persons shall be given a reasonable opportunity to be 
heard. The hearing may be adjourned from time to time. The time and 
place of the adjourned meeting shall be publicly announced before adjourn- 
ment is had. 

(b) ‘the D.strict Council shall deposit with the National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission each zoning ordinance pased by it. If in the opinion of 
the Commission such ordinance, as passed, would adversely affect the interests 
of the Federal Government, the Commission shall within ten days after the date 
of such deposit certify to the District Council its disapproval of such ordinance. 
If such certification of disapproval is not made within such ten-day period, the 
zoning ordinance shall take effect as law on the day following the expiration of 
such period. If the Commission makes such certification of disapproval within 
the ten-day period above specified, the zoning ordinance shall take effect as law 
only if, after the day on which such certification is received, the District Council 
passes, by the affirmative vote of at least two-thirds of the members then holding 
ollice, a resolution so providing; in which case the zoning ordinance shall take 
effect as law on the day following the day on which such resolution is passed. 


INVESTIGATIONS BY DISTRICT COUNCIL 


See. 337. (a) The District Council, or any committee or person authorized 
by it, shall have power to investigate any matter relating to the affairs of the 
LDistrict; and for that purpose may require the attendance and testimony of 
witnesses and the production of books, papers, and other evidence. For such 
purpose any member of the District Council (if the District Council is conducting 
the inquiry) or any member of the committee, or the person, conducting the 
ing iiry, may issue subpenas and may administer oaths. 

(b) In case of contumacy by, or refusal to obey a subpena issued to, any 
person, the District Council, committee, or person conducting the investigation 
shall have power to refer the matter to any judge of the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia, who may by order require such person to 
appear and to give or produce testimony or books, papers, or other evidence, 
bearing upon the matter under investigation; and any failure to obey such 
order may be punished by such court as a contempt thereof as in the case of 
failure to obey a subpena issued, or to testify, in a case pending before such 
court. 


TITLE IV—ACTION BY THE CONGRESS AND THE PRESIDENT ON 
LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS 


PART 1—LEGISLAVIVE PROPOSALS 
DEPOSIT AND PUBLICATION 


Sec. 401. The District Council shall deposit each legislative proposal passed 
by it with the Congress and each such proposal shall be referred to the respective 
Committees on the District of Columbia of the Senate and the House. The 
respective Committees shall assign to each legislative proposal an identifying 
oumber. After a number has been so assigned, the legislative proposal shall 
promptly be published in the Congressional Record and shall also be published, 
under regulations prescribed by the Joint Committee on Printing, as a House 
or Senate document. 


DISAPPROVAL BY THE CONGRESS OR BY THE PRESIDENT 


Sec. 402. (a) Upon the expiration of the first period of forty-five calendar days 
of continuous session of the Congress, following the date on which a legislative 
pronosal is deposited with the Congress, such legislative proposals shall be 
presented to the President by the President of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House, acting jointly, if, between the date of such deposit and the expiration 
of such forty-five-day period, there has not been passed by the two Houses a 
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concurrent resolution stating in substance that the Congress does not favor such 
legislative proposal. 

(b) If a legislative proposal is not disapproved by a concurrent resolution 
passed by the two Houses within the forty-five-day period referred to in subsec- 
tion (a) and is not disapproved by the President within ten days (Sundays 
excepted) after it shall have been presented to him, the same shall become a law. 

(c) Any provision of any legislative proposal may, under provisions contained 
in such proposal, be made operative at a time later than the date on which it 
would otherwise take effect. 

(d) For the purposes of this section, continuity of session of the Congress 
shall be considered as broken only by an adjournment of the Congress sine die; 
but in the computation of the forty-five-day pericd there shall be excluded the 
days on which either House is not in session because of an adjournment of 
more than three days to a day certain. 

(e) A law authorizing the issuance of bonds shall not take effect unless, after 
the enactment of such law, it has been approved by the qualified electors in the 
manner and at the time provided in section 702, in which case it shall take 
effect at the time provided in such section. 


EMERGENCY AUTHORITY WITH RESPECT TO LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS 


Sec. 408. (a) Whenever the District Council transmits to the Congress a 
resolution (together with supporting information) declaring that an emergency 
exists in the government of the District of Columbia necessitating the prompt 
taking effect of any legislative proposal deposited by it with the Congress, the 
Committee on the District of Columbia of each House shall forthwith consider 
the matter, and, if they determine that there is necessity for the prompt taking 
effect of such legislative proposal, such committees shall make an appropriate 
report thereon to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, respectively. Upon joint certification to the District Man- 
ager by the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of R»pre- 
sentatives, after receipt of such reports, that the emergency in question neces- 
sitates the prompt taking effect of such legislative proposal, such proposal shall 
take effect as law, notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, upon the 
date designated in such certification, but not before the date on which such 
certification is made. 

(b) Notwithstanding the taking effect of a legislative proposal pursuant to 
the provisions of this section, such legislative proposal shall cease to be in effect 
upon disapproval in accordance with the provisions of this title applicable with 
respect to legislative proposals, deposited with the Congress, with respect to 
which no emergency exists. 

(c) In case of a vacancy in the office of President of the Senate or Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, the majority leader of the Senate or House of 
Representatives, as the case may be, shall exercise the authority conferred on 
such officers, respectively, by this section. 


RESERVATION OF CONGRESSIONAL AUTHORITY 


Sec. 404. The Congress of the United States reserves the right, at any time, 
to exercise its constitutional authority as legislature for the District of Colum- 
bia, by enacting legislation for the District on any subject, whether within or 
without the scope of legislative power granted to the District Council by this 
Act, including without limitation legislation to amend or repeal any law in force 
in the District of Columbia prior to or after the enactment of this Act or any 
provision of this Act. 


PRINTING IN STATUTES AT LARGE 


Sec. 405. Each legislative proposal (except a legislative proposal authorizing 
the issuance of bonds) which has become law, and each law authorizing the 
issuance of bonds which has been approved in a referendum as provided in 
section 702, shall be printed in the United States Statutes at Large in the same 
volume as the public laws. 
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Parr 2—RUvLES OF THE SENATE AND House 
RULE-MAKING POWER OF SENATE AND HOUSE 


Sec. 421. The provisions of this part are enacted by the Congress- 

(1) as an exercise of the rule-making power of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives, respectively, and as such they shall be considered as 
part of the rules of each House, respectively, and such rules shall super- 
sede other rules only to the extent that they are inconsistent therewith; 
and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitutional right of either House to 
change such rules (so far as relating to the procedure in such House) at 
any time, in the same manner and to the same extent as in the case of any 
other rules of such House. 


RESOLUTIONS DISAPPROVING LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS 


Sec. 422. (a) As used in this part the term “resolution” means only a con- 
current resolution of the two Houses of Congress which, in the case of any 
legislative proposal deposited with the Congress, states in substance that the 
Congress does not favor such legislative proposal. 

(b) The members of the Senate Committee on the District of Columbia shall 
have authority at any time to report a resolution to the Senate, and the members 
of the House Committee on the District of Columbia shall have authority at 
any time to report a resolution to the House of Representatives. 

(c) (1) When a resolution has been reported, it shall at any time thereafter 
be in order (even though a previous motion to the same effect has been dis- 
agreed t»>) to move to proceed to the consideration of such resolution. Such 
motion shall be highly privileged and shall not be debatable. No amendment 
to such motion shall be in order and it shall not be in order to move to recon- 
sider the vote by which such motion is agreed to or disagreed to. 

(2) Debate on the resolution shall be limited to not to exceed six hours, which 
shall be equally divided between those favoring and those opposing the reso- 
lution. A motion further to limit debate shall not be debatable. No amendment 
to, or motion to recommit, the resolution shall be in order, and it shall not be 
in order to move to reconsider the vote by which the resolution is agreed to or 
disagreed to. 

(3) All motions to postpone consideration of a resolution, and all motions 
to proceed in the cocnsideration of other business, shall be decided without 
debate. 

(4) All appeals from the decisions of the Chair relating to the application of 
the rule of the Senate or the House of Representatives, as the case may be, to 
the procedure relating to a resolution shall be decided without debate. 


CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS RECEIVED FROM OTHER HOUSE 


Sec. 423. If, prior to the passage by one House of a resolution of that House 
with respect to a legislative proposal, such House receives from the other 
House a resolution with respect to the same legislative proposal, then— 

(a) If no resolution of the first House with respect to such legislative proposal 
has been referred to the District of Columbia Committee of that House, no 
other resolution with respect to the same legislative prdposal may be reported 
by such committee. 

(b) If a resolution of the first House with respect to such legislative proposal 
has been referred to the District of Columbia Committee of that House— 

(1) the procedure with respect to that or other concurrent resolutions 
of such House with respect to such legislative proposal which have been 
referred to the District of Columbia Committee of such House shall be the 
same as if no resolution from the other House with respect to such legis- 
lative proposal had been received ; but 

(2) on any vote on final passage of a resolution of the first House with 
respect to such legislative proposal, the resolution from the other House 
with respect to such legislative proposal shall be automatically substituted 
for the resolution of the first House. 
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TITLE V—THE DISTRICT MANAGER 
APPOINTMENT, QUALIFICATIONS, AND SALARY 


Sec. 501. The District Council shall appoint a District Manager who shall 
serve at the pleasure of the Council and who shall be chosen solely on the basis 
of his executive and administrative qualifications, with special reference to his 
experience in, or his knowledge of, the administration of the affairs of local 
government. No member of the District Council shall be appointed District 
Manager during the term for which he shall have been elected or appointed, nor 
within one year after the expiration of such term. The District Manager shall 
receive a salary at a rate to be fixed by the District Council by ordinance, and 
shall reside in the District during his tenure of office. 


POWERS AND DUTIES 


Sec. 502. (a) The District Manager shall be the chief executive officer of the 
District government. He shall be responsible to the District Council for the 
proper administration of the affairs of the District coming under his jurisdic- 
tion or control, and to that end shall have the following functions: 

(1) Subject to the provisions of section 901 (f), Tithe XIII and section 1501 
(d), he shall appoint, and may remove, personnel (other than members of boards 
and commissions) in the executive office of the District Manager and the execu- 
tive departments of the District, and personnel to occupy positions formerly 
cecupied by one or more members of the Board of Commissioners. 

(2) He shall, through the heads of the several executive departments and 
agencies, supervise and direct the activities of such departments and agencies, 

(3) He shall, at the end of each fiscal year, prepare reports for such year of 
(A) the finances of the District, and (B) the administrative activities of the 
executive ‘office of the District Manager and the executive departments of the 
District. He shall submit such reports to the District Council as soon as pos- 
sible thereafter. 

(4) He shall keep the District Council advised of the financial condition 
and future needs of the District and make such recommendations to the District 
Council as may seem to him desirable. 

(5) He may submit drafts of legislative proposals and ordinances to the 
District Council. 

(6) He shall perform such other duties as the District Council, consistently 
with the provisions of this Act, may by ordinance or resolution direct. 

(b) The District Manager may delegate any of his functions (other than the 
function of approving contracts between the District and the Federal Govern- 
ment under section 1401) to any officer, employee, or agency of the executive 
office of the District Manager, or to any director of an executive department. 


ASSISTANTS TO THE DISTRICT MANAGER 


Sec. 508. The District Council, by ordinance, shall (1) authorize the District 
Manager to appoint as many assistants to the District Manager as it deems 
necessary to assist him in the exercise of his functions, and (2) fix the com- 
pensation of each. Each assistant to the District Manager shall perform such 
duties as the District Manager may prescribe and shall serve at the pleasure 
of the District Manager. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT MANAGER 


Sec. 504. (a) The functions of the following agencies of the District govern- 
ment are hereby transferred to the District Manager: The Purchasing Division, 
the Division of Services to Veterans and War Workers, the Office of Administra- 
tor of Rent Control, the Board of Parole, the Office of the Budget Officer (in- 
cluding the Personnel Unit), the Division of Printing and Publications, the 
Police and Firemen’s Retiring and Relief Board, the Automobile Board, the 
Wage Board, and the trial boards of the Metropolitan Police force and the Fire 
Department. The functions of the Bureau of Federal Supply, in the Department 
of the Treasury, with respect to the purchase of material, supplies, and equip- 
ment for the District, are hereby transferred to the District Manager. For the 
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purposes of this subsection, the functions of an agency include (1) the func- 
ticns of the head of such agency, and (2) the functions, if any, transferred to 
such agency or head by section 323. 

(b) The agencies of the District government referred to in subsection (a) are 
hereby transferred to the executive office of the District Manager. Any vacancy 
occurring in any board transferred by this subsection (other than a vacancy oc- 
curring in an ex officio position) shall be filled by appointment by the District 
Manager. Any member of any such board (other than an ex officio member) may 
at any time be removed from his position as a member of such board by the 
District Manager. 

(c) Whenever the District Manager deems it appropriate for the administra- 
tion of his functions, he may— 

(1) reorganize or abolish any agency (other than a board) transferred 
to the executive office of the District Manager by subsection (b) ; 

(2) create new agencies in the executive office of the District Manager, 
and reorganize or abolish any agency so created; ; 

(3) abolish the office or position of any officer or employee (other than a 
member of a board) transferred to the executive office of the District Man- 
ager by section 1501; and 

(4) create new offices and positions within the executive office of the 
District Manager, and abolish any office or position so created. 

(d) The District Council may by ordinance reorganize or abolish any board 
transferred by subsection (b). 


TITLE VI—THE DISTRICT BUDGET 
FISCAL YEAR 


Sec. 601. The fiscal year of the District of Columbia shall begin on the Ist day 
of July and shall end on the 30th day of June of the succeeding calendar year 
Such fiscal year shall also constitute the budget and accounting year. 


BUDGETARY DETAILS FIXED RY DISTRICT COUNCIL 


Sec. 602. The District Council shall provide for (1) the preparation and sub- 
mission of the annual budget of the District and budget message, (2) the form 
and contents of the budget and budget message, and (3) the manner and extent 
to which estimated revenues and proposed expenditures shall be classified and 
itemized. 

ADOPTION OF BUDGET 


Sec. 603. The District Council shall by resolution adopt the budget for each 
fiscal year not later than June 15, except that the Distriet Council may, by reso- 
lution, extend the period for its adoption. The effective date of the budget shali 
be July 1 of the same calendar year. 


BUDGET ESTABLISHES APPROPRIATIONS 


Sec. 604. From the effective date of the budget, the several amounts stated 
therein as proposed expenditures shall be and become appropriated to the sev- 
eral objects and purposes therein named. 


APPROPRIATIONS FOR EMERGENCY PURPOSES 


Sec. 605. (a) Subject to the provisions of subsection (b), the District Council, 
when in its opinion there exists an emergency which threatens the health or 
safety of the people of the District, may by ordinance appropriate funds for 
the purpose of dealing with such emergency, to the extent unobligated funds are 
available; and for such purpose unobligated funds may include those borrowed 
in aceoradnce with the provisions of section 721. 

(b) An ordinance appropriating funds as provided in subsection (a) shall 
not be valid unless, at least forty-eight hours prior to its passage, the District 
Council shall have adopted a resolution declaring the existence and nature of 
such emergency and declaring that it is necessary to appropriate funds for the 
purpose of dealing with such emergency. 
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TITLE VII—BORROWING 
Part 1—BorROWING FOR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 
BORROWING POWER}; DEBT LIMITATION 


Sec. 701. (a) The District may incur indebtedness by issuing its negotiable 
bonds to finance any capital project which it may lawfully construct or acquire. 
(b) The District shall at no time become indebted under this part to an amount 
in the ag2regate excecding 5 per centum of the assessed value of the taxable real 
property in the District according to the last general assessment previous to 
incurring debt. 
REFERENDUM ON BOND ISSUE 


Src, 702. (a) Bonds shall be issued only when authorized by a law which has 
taken effect in the manner provided in subsection (b) of this section. 

(b) In case of a law authorizing the issuance of bonds, the Board of Elections 
shall submit such law to the qualified electors for a referendum thereon at the 
first election which is held not less than thirty days after the date of enactment 
of such law. If a law so submitted is approved by a majority voting thereon, it 
shall take effect on the day following the day on which the Board of Elections 
certifi's the result of the referendum. 

(c) The Beard of Elections is authorized to prescribe such regulations as may 
be necessary or appropriate to carry out the provisions of subsection (b) of this 
section. 

CONTENTS OF BORROWING LEGISLATION 


Sec. 708. A law authorizing the issuance of bonds for one or more capital 
projects shall contain at least the following provisions : 

(1) A description of each project in brief and general terms suflicient for rea- 
sonable identification ; 

(2) A statement of the estimated maximum cost of each project; 

(3) An appropriation for each project; 

(4) To finance the project or projects, an authorization of a single bond issue 
in a stated amount; and 

(5) A cetermination of the period of usefulness of each project, and (if the 
bond issue is for more than one project) the average period of usefulness of all 
the prc jects, taking into consideration the amount to be raised for each project 
by such bond issue. 

MAXIMUM MATURITY OF EONDS 


Sec. 704. (a) Bonds may be issued for terms not exceeding thirty years. 
Within such maximum period, (1) bonds issued to finance one capital prejoct 
shall mature not later than the expiration of the period of usefulness stated 
in the law authorizing the issue, and (2) bonds issued to finance more than one 
capital project shall mature not later than the expiration of the average period of 
usefulness stated in the law authorizing the issue. 

(b) The period of usefulness of each project, and the average period in the 
case of two or more projects combined in one authorized issue, shall be computed 
from the effective date of the law by virtue of which the bonds are issued. The 
determination of the District Council in the law, as to the period of usefulness 
or averace period, shall be conclusive in any action or proceeding involving 
the validity of the bonds. 


BONDS PAYABLE IN ANNUAL INSTALLMENTS 


Sec. 705. All bonds issued pursuant to this Act shall be paid in consecutive 
annual installments, no one of which shall be more than 50 per centum in excess 
of the smallest prior installment. The first annual installment shall be paid 
not more than one year after the effective date of the law by virtue of which 
the bonds are issued. The last annual installment shall be paid not later than 
the date of expiration of the period of usefulness of the project for the financing 
of which such bonds are issued, or of the average period of two or more combined 
projects, as determined in the law authorizing the issuance of the bonds. 

81450—51——_2 
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PUBLICATION OF BORROWING LEGISLATION 


Sec, 706. Within 3 days after the effective date of a law authorizing the issu- 
ance of bonds the secretary of the District Council shall cause the same to be pub- 
lished once in a daily newspaper of general circulation in the District together 
with a notice in substantially the following form: 


“NOTICE 


‘The law authorizing the issuance of bonds published herewith has become effective, 
and the 20-day period of limitation within which a suit, action, or proceeding questioning 
the validity of such law can be commenced as provided in the District of Columbia Charter 
Act has begun to run from the date of this publication. 


“LT Signed] xa ihe await = y 
“Secretary of the District Counctl.” 


SHORT PERIOD OF LIMITATION 


Sec. TO7. When twenty days shall have elapsed after the date of the publica- 
tion of notice pursuant to section 706 in respect of a law authorizing the issuance 
of bonds (1) any recitals or statements of fact contained in such law, or in the 
preambles or recitals thereof, shall be deemed to be true for the purpose of deter- 
mining the validity of the bonds thereby authorized and the District and all 
others interested shall forever thereafter be estopped from denying the same, 
(2) such law shall be conclusively presumed to have been duly and regularly 
passd by the District and to comply with the provisions of this Act and of all 
laws, and (3) the validity of such law shall not thereafter be questioned by 
either a party plaintiff or a party defendant, except in a suit, action, or proceed- 
ing Commenced prior to the expiration of such twenty days. 


PUBLIC SALE 


Sec. TOS. All bonds issued under this Act shall be sold at public sale upon 
sealed proposals after (1) at least ten days’ notice published at least once in a 
publication carrying municipal bond notices and devoted primarily to financial 
news or to the subject of State and municipal bonds, and (2) at least ten days’ 
notice published at least once in a daily newspaper of general circulation im 
the District. No such proposal shall be considered unless there is deposited 
with it, as a down payment, a certified check for an amount equal to 10 per 
centum of the offered purchase price. Whenever a proposal is rejected the 
check deposited with it shall be returned. 


OTHER PROCEEDINGS BY RESOLUTION 


Sec. 709. All matters in connection with the authorization, sale, and issuance 
of the bonds not specifically required to be provided in the law authorizing 
the issuance of bonds may be determined by the District Council by resolution. 


Part 2—SHort?-TERM BORROWING 
BORROWING TO MEET EMERGENCY APPROPRIATIONS 


Sec. 721. In the absence of unappropriated available revenues to meet emer- 
gency appropriations made pursuant to section 605, the District Council may by 
ordinance authorize the issuance of notes, in a total amount not to exceed 5 per 
centum of the total appropriations for the current fiscal year, each of which 
shall be designated “emergency note’ and may be renewed from time to time, 
but all such notes and renewals thereof shall be paid not later than the close 
of the fiscal year following that in which such ordinance becomes effective. 


BORROWING IN ANTICIPATION OF REVENUES 


Sec. 722. In any budget year, in anticipation of the collection or receipt of 
revenues of that budget year, the District Council may by ordinance authorize 
the borrowing of money by the execution of negotiable notes of the District, not 
to exceed 25 per centum of the total anticipated revenue, each of which shall 
be designated. “Revenue Note for the Budget Year 19 ”. Such notes may be 
renewed from time to time, but all such notes, together with the renewals, shall 
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mature and be paid not later than the end of the budget year in which the original 
notes shall have been issued. 


NOTES REDEEMABLE PRIOR TO MATURITY 


Sec. 723. No notes issued pursuant to this part shall be made payable on 
demand, but any note may be made subject to redemption prior to maturity on 
such notice and at such time as may be stated in the note. 


SALE OF NOTES 


Sec. 724. All notes issued pursuant to this part may be sold at not less than 
par and accrued interest at private sale without previous advertising by the 
Director of the Department of Finance. 


Parr 3—PAYMENT oF BoNps ANpD NOTES 


PAYMENT OF BONDS AND NOTES 

Sec. 731. The power and obligation of the District to pay any and all bonds 
and notes issued by it pursuant to this title shall be unlimited and the District 
Council shall apply the proceeds of such taxes and other revenues as may be 
necessary to pay the principal of and the interest on such bonds and notes and 
may, for the purpose of paying such principal and interest, by ordinance levy ad 
valorem taxes without limitation of rate or amount upon all the taxable prop- 
erty within the District. The faith and credit of the District is hereby pledged 
for the payment of the principal of and the interest on all bonds and notes of 
the District hereafter issued pursuant to this title, whether or not such pledge 
be stated in the bonds or notes (in the case of bonds) in the law authorizing 
their issuance. 


TITLE VILI—FINANCIAL AFFAIRS OF THE DISTRICT 
Part I—FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATION 
SURETY BONDS 


Sec, 801. The Director of the Department of Finance and each other officer 
and employee of the District required to do so by the District Council by ordi- 
nance shall provide a bond with such surety and in such amount as the District 
Council may require by ordinance. The premiums for all such bonds shall be 
paid out of appropriations for the Department of Finance. 


DIRECTOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE; POWERS AND DUTIES 


Sec. 802. The Director of the Department of Finance shall have charge of the 
administration of the financial affairs of the District and to that end he shall 

(1) compile the current estimates for the budget ; 

(2) supervise and be responsible for the disbursement of all moneys and 
have control over all expenditures to insure that appropriations are not 
exceeded ; 

(3) maintain a general accounting system (including inventory and prop- 
erty control records) for the District government and each of its agencies ; 
keep books for and exercise financial budgetary control over each agency ; 
keep a separate account for each item of appropriation, showing the amount 
of the appropriation, the amounts paid therefrom, the unpaid obligations 
against it, and the unencumbered balance; require reports of receipts and 
disbursements from each receiving and spending agency of the District 
government to be made daily or at such intervals as he may deem expedient ; 

(4) submit to the District Council through the District Manager a monthly 
statement of all receipts, disbursements, and obligations in sufficient detail 
to show the exact financial condition of the District; 

(5) prepare for the District Manager, as of the end of each fiscal year, a 
complete financial statement and report : 

(6) supervise and be responsible for the assessment of all property within 
the corporate limits of the District for taxation, make all special assess- 
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ments for the District government, prepare tax maps, and give such notice 
of taxes and special assessments as May be required by law ; 

(7) supervise and be responsible for the collection of all taxes, special 
assessments, license fees, and other revenues of the District or for whose 
collection the District is responsible and receive all money receivable by 
the District from the Federal Government, or from any court, or from any 
agency of the District; 

(8S) have custody of all public funds belonging to or under the control of 
the District, or any agency of the District government, and deposit all funds 
coming into his hands in such depositories as may be designated, and under 
such terms and conditions as may be prescribed, by resolution of the District 
Council, or, if no such resolution be adopted, by the District Manager ; 

(9) have custody of all investments and invested funds of the District 
government, or in possession of such government in a fiduciary capacity, and 
have the safekeeping of all bonds and notes of the District and the receipt 
and delivery of District bonds and notes for transfer, registration, or ex- 
change; and 

(10) approve all proposed expenditures ; unless he shall certify that there 
is an unencumbered balance of appropriation and available funds, no appre 
priatien shall be encumbered and no expenditure shall be made. 


WORK PROGRAMS; ALLOTMENTS; CONTROL OF APPROPRIATIONS 


Sec. 803. The District Council may, by ordinance, provide for (1) the sub- 
mission of work programs by the various departments and agencies, (2) the allot- 
ment by periods of the sums appropriated to such departments and agencies for 
the entire budget year, (3) the transfer of appropriations during the budget 
year of any unencumbered appropriation balance for one item of appropriation 
to another item of appropriation, and (4) the allocation to new items of funds 
appropriated for contingent expenditure. 


ACCOUNTING SUPERVISION AND CONTROI 


Sec, 804, The Director of the Department of Finance shall 

(1) prescribe the forms of receipts, vouchers, bills, and claims to be used 
by all the agencies of the District government : 

(2) examine and approve all contracts, orders, and other documents by 
which the District government incurs financial obligations, having previously 
ascertained that moneys have been appropriated and allotted and wili be 
available when the obligations shall become due and payable: 

(3) audit and approve before payment all bills, invoices, payrolls, and 
other evidences of claims, demands, or charges against the District govern 
ment and with the advice of the Director of the Department of Law determine 
the regularity, legality, and correctness of such claims, demands, or charges: 
and 

(4) inspect and audit any accounts or records of financial transactions 
which may be maintained in any agency of the District government apart 
from or subsidiary to the accounts kept in his office. 


WHEN CONTRACTS AND EXPENDITURES PROHIBITED 


Sec. 805. No officer or agency of the District shall, during any budget vear, 
expend or contract to expend any money or incur any liability, or enter into any 
contract which by its terms involves the expenditure of money, for any purpose, 
in excess of the amounts appropriated for any item of expenditure. Any contract, 
verbal or written, made in violation of this Act shall be null and void. Any officer 
or employee of the District who shall violate this section, upon Conviction thereof, 
shall be summarily removed from office. Nothing in this section, however, shall 
prevent the making of contracts or of expenditures for capital improvements to 
be financed in whole or in part by the issuance of bonds, nor the making of con- 
tracts of lease or for services for a period exceeding the budget year in which 
such contract is made, when such contract is permitted by law. 
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LAPSE OF APPROPRIATIONS 


Sec. 806. Except as may be provided in the budget, all appropriations shall 
lapse at the end of the budget year to the extent that they shall not have been 
disbursed or lawfully encumbered. Six months after the close of a fiscal year 
encumbered balances may be pooled and held until all encumbrances have been 
liquidated, but for a total period not to exceed two years immediately following 
the close of such fiscal year. 


GENERAL FUND 


Sec. S07. The general fund of the District shall be composed of the revenues of 
the District other than the revenues applied by law to special funds. All fees 
received by any agency, officer, or employee of the District shall belong to the 
District government and shall be paid promptly to the Department of Finance 
for deposit in the appropriate fund. 


CONTRACTS EXTENDING BEYOND ONE YEAR 


Sec. SOS. No contract involving expenditure out of the appropriations of mor¢ 
than one year shall be made for a period of more than five years; nor shall any 
such contract be valid unless made or approved by ordinance. 


Part 2—ANNUAL Post AupbIT BY GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFIC! 
INDEPENDENT ANNUAL POST-AUDIT 


Sec. 821. (a) The General Accounting Office shall audit the financial transac- 
tions of the District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1953, and for each fiscal 
vear thereafter, under such rules and regulations as may be prescribed by the 
Comptroller General of the United States. The audit shall be conducted at the 
place or places where the accounts are normally kept. The representatives of the 
General Accounting Office shall have access to all books, accounts, financial rec- 
ords, reports, files, and all other papers, things, or property belonging to or in 
use by the District and necessary to facilitate the audit, and they shall be afforded 
full facilities for verifying transactions with the balances or securities held by 
depositories, fiscal agents, and custodians. 

(b) (1) A report of each such audit for each fiscal year shall be made by the 
Comptroller General to the Congress and to the District Council not later than 
January 15 following the close of the fiscal year for which such audit is made. 
The report so made to the Congress shall be promptly published in the Congres- 
sional Record. The report shall set forth the scope of the audit and shall include 
such comments and information as may be deemed necessary to keep the Congress 
and the District Council informed of the operations and financial condition of the 
District, together with such recommendations with respect thereto as the Comp- 
troller General may deem advisable. The report shall also show specifically every 
program, expenditure, or other financial transaction or undertaking, which, in 
the opinion of the Comptroller General, has been carried on or made without 
authority of law. 

(2) After the District Manager and the Director of the Department of Finance 
have had an opportunity to be heard, the District Council shall by resolution 
provide for the publication of such report together with such other material as 
it deems pertinent thereto, 

(3) The District Manager, within ninety days after the report has been made 
to the Congress and the District Council, shall state in writing to the Congress 
and the District Council what has been done to comply with the recommenda- 
tions made by the Comptroller General in the report. Such statement in writing 
made to the Congress shall be promptly published in the Congressional Record. 


COST OF AUDIT 


SEC. 822. The cost (as determined by the Comptroller General of the United 
States) of making the audit provided for by section 821 shall be borne by the 
District in the manner prescribed by section 831. 
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AMENDMENT OF BUDGET AND ACCOUNTING ACT 


Sec. 823. Section 2 of the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921 (U. S. C., 1946 
edition, title 31, sec. 2), is hereby amended by striking out “and the municipal 
government of the District of Columbia.” 


Part 3—ADJUSTMENT OF FEDERAL AND District EXPENSES 
ADJUSTMENT OF FEDERAL AND DISTRICT EXPENSES 


Sec. 881. (a) After June 30 and on or before December 31 of each year, be- 
ginning with the calendar year 1952, the Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
shall certify to the District Manager the amount determined by the Director as 
the payment to be made pursuant to this section by the United States to the 
District, or by the District to the United States, as the case may be, for the next 
fiscal year. The amount of such payment (and by and to whom it shall be made) 
shall be determined as follows: 

(1) There shall first be ascertained the sum of the following: 

(A) The estimated cost, during the fiscal year for which the payment 
is to be made, of— 

(i) auditing the financial transactions of the District by the General 
Accounting Office as provided in section 821, 

(ii) services to be furnished by the Civil Service Commission to which 
sections 1307 and 1322 apply, 

(iii) the care and custody of District inmates in Federal institutions 
the cost of which under sections 912 (b) (3) and 1408 is to be borne by 
the District; and 

(iv) maintaining and improving the grounds, buildings, and other 
facilities used by the District under agreements with the National Park 
Service to the extent provided in section 904 (b) ; plus 

(B) the estimated liability of the District under section 1321 to the 
United States (for the fiscal year for which the payment is to be made) 
with respect to retirement of officers and employees of the District; plus 

(C) the following percentages of the estimated expenditures, during the 
fiscal year for which the payment is to be made for purposes of the follow- 
ing courts and offices: 

(i) 60 per centum in the case of the District Court of the United 
States for the District of Columbia, 

(ii) 30 per centum in the case of the United States Court of Appeals 
for the District of Columbia, and 

(iii) 60 per centum in the case of the office of the United States Dis- 
trict Attorney for the District of Columbia and of the office of the 
United States Marshal for the District of Columbia. 

(2) There shall then be ascertained the sum of the following: 

(A) the estimated cost, during the fiscal year for which the payment 
is to be made, of the care and custody of Federal prisoners in District of 
Columbia Institutions the cost of which under section 912 (b) (3) is to be 
borne by the United States; plus 

(B) the following percentage of the estimated collections of the fees and 
fines to be collected, during the fiscal year for which the payment is to be 
made, by the following courts and offices: 

(i) 60 per centum in the case of the District Court of the United 
States for the District of Columbia, 

(ii) 30 per centum in the case of the United States Court of Appeals 
for the District of Columbia, and 

(iii) 60 per centum in the case of the Office of the United States Dis- 
trict Attorney for the District of Columbia and of the Office of the United 
States Marshal for the District of Columbia. . 

(3) The sums estimated under paragraphs (1) and (2) shall be reduced or 
increased, as the case may be, by any amount by which the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget finds that the estimates under such paragraphs for pre- 
ceding fiscal years were too large or too small, except to the extent that such 
correction has already been made in connection with payments under this section 
for another fiscal year. 
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(4) After the adjustments required by paragraph (3) have been made the 
smaller of the two sums shall be subtracted from the larger sum. If the adjusted 
sum ascertained under paragraph (2) is the larger, then the difference shall 
be paid by the United States to the District. If the adjusted sum ascertained 
under paragraph (1) is the larger, then the difference shall be paid by the Dis- 
trict to the United States. 

(b) There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1954, and for each fiscal year thereafter the amount, if any, certified 
under subsection (a) of this section as payable by the United States to the Dis- 
trict. Any amount appropriated under this authorization shall (on or before 
July 31 of the fiscal year for which the payment is made) be paid by the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury to the Director of the Department of Finance. 

(c) The District budget shall include provision for payment by the District to 
the United States of the amount, if any. certified under sub<ection (a) of this 
section as payable by the District to the United States. Such amount shall (on 
or before July 31 of the fiscal year for which the payment is made) be paid by 
the Director of the Department of Finance to the Secretary of the Treasury. 


CREDITING OF CERTAIN FEES AND FINES 


Sec, 832. No portion of the fees and fines collected (after June 30, 1953) by the 
District Court of the United States for the District of Columbia, the United 
States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia, the office of the United 
States District Attorney for the District of Columbia, or the office of the United 
States Marshal for the District of Columbia shall be credited to the District. 


TITLE IX—THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Sec, 901. (a) The following executive departments of the District are hereby 
created: The Department of Health, the Department of Welfare, the Depart- 
ment of Recreation, the Department of Public Safety, the Department of Fi- 
nance, the Department of Law, the Department of Public Works, the Department 
of Libraries, the Department of Labor, the Department of Commerce, the De- 
partment of Corrections, and the Department of Professional and Occupational 
Standards, 

(b) Each such department shall be headed by a director who shall be appointed 
by and serve at the pleasure of the District Manager. The directors shall re- 
ceive salaries at a rate to be fixed by the District Council by ordinance. Each 
director may delegate any of his functions to any officer, employee, or agency in 
his department. He may, with the approval of the District Manager, redelegate 
to any such officer, employee, or agency any function delegated to him by the 
District Manager. 

(c) For the purposes of the provisions of this title which transfer functions, 
the functions of an agency include (1) the functions of the head of such agency, 
and (2) the functions, if any, transferred to such agency or head by section 323. 

(d) Each agency not abolished by this title, all the functions of which are 
transferred by this title to the director of an executive department, is hereby 
transferred to such department. 

(e) Whenever the director of any executive department deems it appro- 
priate for the administration of his functions, he may, with the approval of the 
District Manager— 

(1) reorganize or abolish any agency (other than a board or commis- 
mission) transferred by subsection (d) ; 

2) create new agencies within his department, and reorganize or abolish 
any agency so created; 

(3) abolish the office or position of any officer or employee (other than 
a member of a board or commission) transferred to his department by sec- 
tion 1501; and 

(4) create new offices and positions within his department, and abolish 
any office or position so created. 

(f) Any vacancy occuring in any board or commission transferred by sub- 
section (d) (other than a vacancy occuring in an ex-officio position) shall be 
filled by appointment by the director of the transferee department with the 
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approval of the District Manager. Any member of any such board or commis- 
sion (other than an ex officio member) may at any time be removed from his 
position as a member of such board or commission by the director of the trans- 
feree department with the approval of the District Manager. The District Coun- 
cil may be ordinance reorganize or abolish any such board or commission. Where 
members of such boards and commissions have heretofore been compensated out 
of fees paid to such boards and commissions, they shall hereafter receive such 
compensation as the District Council may fix by ordinance. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 


Sec. 902. (a) The functions of the Health Department, the health officer, the 
coroner, and the Anatomical Board are hereby transferred to the Director of the 
Department of Health. 

(b) The Health Department, the offices of health officer and assistant health 
officer, and the Anatomical Board are hereby abolished. 


DEPARTMENT OF WELFARE 


Sec. 903. (a) The functions of the Board of Public Welfare, the Director of 
Public Welfare, and the Office of the Supervisor of the Penny Milk and Food Con- 
servation Programs are hereby transferred to the Director of the Department 
of Welfare. 

(b) The office of Director of Public Welfare is hereby abolished. 


DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION 


Sec. 904. (a) The office of Superintendent of Recreation is hereby abolished, 
and the functions of such office and of the Recreation Board are hereby trans- 
ferred to the Director of the Department of Recreation. The offices of the two 
members of the Recreation Board representing, respectively, the Board of Com- 
missioners and the Board of Education are hereby abolished, and in their place 
2 member of the National Capital Park and Planning Commission who resides 
in the District (designated by the Chairman thereof) and a member of the 
Board of Education (designated by the President thereof) shall serve as mem- 
bers of such Board. 

(b) Except as provided in this subsection, all expenses incident to the main- 
tenance and improvement of grounds, buildings, and other facilities in the Dis- 
trict under the jurisdiction of the National Park Service shall be paid out of 
appropriations made by the Congress to such Service. The expenses (after June 
30, 1953), as determined by the Director of the National Park Service, incident 
to the maintenance and improvement of such grounds, buildings, and other 
facilities as are used by the Director of the Department of Recreation for the 
purpose of conducting a program of public recreation for the benefit of resi- 
dents of the District of Columbia under agreements pursuant to the Act of April 
29, 1942, creating the District Recreation Board (56 Stat. 261; D. C. Code, 1940 
edition, secs. 8-201 through 8-219), shall to the extent provided in such agree- 
ments be borne by the government of the District of Columbia as prescribed in 
section 831. 


DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY 


Sec. 905. (a) The functions of the Metropolitan Police force, the police sur- 
geons, the Fire Department, the poundmaster, and the Department of Vehicles 
and Traffic are hereby transferred to the Director of the Department of Public 
Safety. 

(b) The District Council may, by ordinance, abolish the office of poundmaster 
and direct the District Manager to contract with a society for the prevention 
of cruelty to animals for the care, in compliance with such conditions as the 
ordinance may prescribe, of stray animals. 


DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE 


Seo. 906. The functions of— 
(1) the District auditor, disbursing officer, assessor, and collector of 
taxes; 
(2) the Department of the Treasury with respect to keeping accounts of 
the District; 
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(3) the Treasurer of the United States with respect to receiving, keeping, 
and disbursing moneys of the District; and 
(4) the Comptroller General and the General Accounting Office with 
respect to the accounts of the District ; 
are, to the extent not inconsistent with the functions imposed upon him by any 
other provision of this Act, hereby transferred to the Director of the Depart- 
ment of Finance. 


DEPARTMENT OF LAW 


Seo. 907. (a) The functions of the offices of corporation counsel and Recorder 
of Deeds of the District are transferred to the Director of the Department of 
Law, and the offices of corporation counsel and assistant corporation counsel 
are hereby abolished. The Director of the Department of Law shall act as 
legal adviser to all officers and agencies of the District government. 

(b) All drafts of legislative proposals and ordinances prepared by any officer 
or employee of any agency of the District government other than the District 
Council, for consideration by the District Council, shall be submitted by the 
head of such agency to the Director of the Department of Law. The Director 
may make such changes in such drafts as he deems advisable, except that he 
may not make any change affecting any basic policy embodied in any such draft 
without the approval of the head of the agency in which it was prepared. All 
such drafts shall be submitted by the Director to the District Manager, who 
shall submit them to the District Council. The Director may submit with any 
such draft an opinion as to the legality of any proposal embodied therein. 


DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 


Sec. 908. (a) The function of— 

(1) the Department of Construction, the Department of Sanitary Engineer- 
ing, the Department of Inspection (except the functions of the Motion Picture 
Operators Examining Board, the Electrical Examining Board, the Board of 
Examiners of Steam and Other Operating Engineers, and the Plumbing 
Board), the Department of Highways (except the functions of the Auto- 
mobile Board), the Office of the Surveyor, and the Office of the Chief Clerk, 
Public Works; and 

(2) the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Engineers of the Regular 
Army of the United States with respect to the reclamation and development 
of Anacostia Park; 

are hereby transferred to the Director of the Department of Public Works. 

(b) The Departments of Construction, Sanitary Engineering, Inspection, and 
Highways, are hereby abolished. 

(c) The functions of the National Capital Pork and Planning Commission and 
of the President of the United States, except their functions under the Act of 
May 29, 1930 (46 Stat. 482), with respect to the acquisition of land for recre- 
ational areas in the District primarily for the benefit of residents of the District 
are hereby transferred to the Director of the Department of Public Works and 
the District Council, respectively. Acquisitions by such Director for recreational 
areas shall as far as possible conform to comprehensive plans developed by the 
National Capital Park and Planning Commission. Before acquiring any such 
land such Director shall give notice of not less than thirty days to the National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission. If within thirty days after the date 
of receipt of such notice the Commission notifies the Director that it disapproves 
the proposed acquisition as not being in conformity with such comprehensive 
plans, the Director may take the proposed action only if, after the day on which 
it receives such notice of disapproval, the District Council, by the affirmative 
vote of at least two-thirds of the members then holding office, passes a resolution 
authorizing him to take such action. 


DEPARTMENT OF LIBRARIES 


Sec. 909. The functions of the board of library trustees and of the librarian 
are hereby transferred to the Director of the Department of Libraries. The 
office of librarian is hereby abolished. 
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DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


Sec. 910. (a) The functions = 
(1) of the Minimum Wage and Industrial Safety Board and the Distries 
Unemployment Compensation Board; and 
(2) transferred to the Board of Education by section 1102 (a), with 
respect to the enforcement and administration of laws regulating child 
labor: 
are hereby transferred to the Director of the Department of Labor. 

(b) The function of maintaining a public employment service for the District 
is hereby transferred from the United States Employment Service to the Director 
of the Department of Labor. Such Department is hereby designated as the 
District agency to cooperate with the United States Employment Service under 
the Act of June 6, 1933, as amended, providing for the establishment of a national 
employment system, and such Director is hereby vested with all powers necessary 
for such cooperation. Section 3 (b) of such Act of June 6, 1933, is hereby 
amended by inserting “the District of Columbia and” after “include.” Section 
4 of such Act shall not apply with respect to the District. 

(c) The offices of the Commissioners of the District as members of the District 
Unemployment Compensation Board are hereby abolished, and in their place a 
representative of the public, who shall be appointed by the Director of the 
Department of Labor with the approval of the District Manager, shall serve as 
a member of such Board and shall act as chairman thereof. 

(d) Effective July 1, 1953, the functions of the Bureau of Employees’ Compen- 
sation and the Employees’ Compensation Appeals Board, in the Federal Security 
Agency, with respect to employees of the District government and of District 
employers, are transferred to the Director of the Department of Labor. 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Sec. 911. (a) The functions of the Alcoholic Beverage Control Board; the 
Real Estate Commission ; the License Bureau; the Department of Insurance; the 
Department of Weights, Measures, and Markets: and the District Boxing Com- 
mission are hereby transferred to the Director of the Department of Commerce. 

(b) The Department of Insurance and the Department of Weights, Measures, 
and Markets are hereby abolished. 

(c) The office of the member of the District Boxing Commission who is also 
a member of the Metropolitan Police force is hereby abolished. Such Com- 
mission hereafter shall be composed of three members, none of whom shall be 
a member of the Metropolitan Police force. 

(d) There is hereby created within the Department of Commerce a bureau of 
insurance to administer, under the direction and supervision of the Director of 
the Department of Commerce, the functions transferred to him from the Depart- 
ment of Insurance. 

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 


See. 912. (a) (1) The functions of the Department of Corrections, created by 
the Act entitled “An Act to create a Department of Corrections in the District 
of Columbia,” approved June 27, 1946, are hereby transferred to the Director of 
the Department of Corrections. 

(2) The office of the Director of the Department of Corrections, and the 
Department of Corrections, created by such Act approved June 27, 1946, are 
hereby abolished. 

(b) (1) All prisoners convicted of offenses under any law of the United States 
applicable exclusively to the District or under any legislative proposal or ordi- 
nance which has taken effect as law of the District shall be committed, for their 
terms of imprisonment, and to such types of institutions as the court may direct, 
to the custody of the Director of the Department of Corrections. 

(2) The Director of the Department of Corrections may designate as the 
places where such persons shall be confined any availabie, suitable, and appro- 
priate institutions, whether maintained by the District, the Federal Government 
(if such designation is approved by the Attorney General), or otherwise, or 
whether within or without the District. The Director of the Department of 
Corrections is also authorized to order the transfer of any such person from one 
institution to another if, in his judgment, it shall promote the welfare ‘of the 
prisoner or relieve overcrowding or unhealthful canditions in the institution 
where such prisoner is confined, or for other reasons. 
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(3) The cost, as determined by the Attorney General, of the care and custody 
(after June 30, 1953) of prisoners committed to the custody of the Director of 
the Department of Corrections and confined in Federal penal or correctional 
institutions shall be borne by the District in the manner prescribed by section 
831. The cost, as determined by the District Manager, of the care and custody 
(after June 30, 1953) of prisoners (A) convicted of offenses under any law of 
the United States not applicable exclusively to the District and (B) confined in 
District penal or correctional institutions shall be borne by the United States in 
the manner prescribed by section 83 


DEPARTMENT OF PROFESSIONAL AND OCCUPATIONAL STANDARDS 


Sec. 913. (a) (1) The functions of the following agencies are hereby trans- 
ferred to the Director of the Department of Professional and Occupational 
Standards: Board of Accountancy, Board of Dental /xaminers, Board of Exam- 
iners and Registrars of Architects, Nurses’ Examining Board, Board of Barber 
fxaminers for the District of Columbia, Board of Optometry, Board of Pharmacy, 
Pistrict of Columbia Board of Cosmetolegy, Board of Pediatry Examiners, Board 
of Examiners in Veterinary Medicine, Electrical Examining Board, Motion Pic- 
ture Operators Examining Board, Plumbing Board, Board of Examiners of 
Steam and Other Operating Engineers, Board of Funeral Directors and Em- 
balmers, and Commission on Licensure to Practice the Healing Art in the 
District of Columbia and any board of examiners appointed by such Commission. 

(2) The functions of the Commissioners of the District to issue, renew, 
suspend, and revoke licenses to persons (A) to act as steam or other operating 
engineers, (B) to engage in the business of master plumbers or gas fitters, and 
(C) to discharge the duties of undertakers are hereby transferred to the 
Director of the Department of Professional and Occupational Standards. 

(3) The functions of the Commissioners of the District in respect of appeals 
from decisions of the Board of Examiners in Veterinary Medicine and in respect 
of appeals from actions of the District of Columbia Board of Cosmetology are 
hereby transferred to the Director of the Department of Professional and 
Occupational Standards. 

(b) The Director of the Department of Health or his designee shall be the 
ex officio member, and shall serve as chairman of the Board of Podiatry 
Examiners and Board of Funeral Directors and Embalmers. 

(c) In exercising the functions transferred to him from the Commission on 
Licensure to Practice the Healing Art in the District of Columbia, the Director 
of the Department of Professional and Occupational Standards shall act with 
the advice of the Director of the Department of Health. Each board of exam- 
iners heretofore or hereafter appointed pursuant to the authority heretofore 
possessed by the Commission on Licensure to Practice the Healing Art in the 
District of Columbia shall have, as an additional member, a chairman who 
shall be the Director of the Department of Health or his designee. The Com- 
mission on Licensure to Practice’ the Healing Art in the District of Columbia 
is hereby abolished. 

(d) It is the intent of this section that where, immediately prior to the 
effective date of this section, the evamination of candidates for licensing or 
registration to practice professions or skilled occupations and the enforcement 
of laws regulating the practice of professions or skilled oceupations were 
administered by persons qualified in those professions or occupations, persons 
with such qualifications shall continue to administer those functions. For this 
purpose, and so far as practicable, the existing licensing and examining boards 
shall be retained and shall administer, under the general direction and super- 
vision of the Director of the Department of Professional and Occupational Stand- 
ards, the functions transferred to him from such boards. 


TITLE X—CERTAIN AGENCIES NOT UNDER THE DIRECTION AND 
SUPERVISION OF THE DISTRICT MANAGER 
ZONING ADJUSTMENT POARD 


Sec. 1001. (a) The Board of Zoning Adjustment created by section 8 of the 
Act of June 20, 1988, providing for the zoning of the District (D. C. Code, 1940 
edition, see. 5-420), is fereby abolished. The functions of such Board are 
hereby transferred to the Zoning Adjustment Board created by subsection (b). 
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(b) There is hereby created a Zoning Adjustment Board for the District of 
Columbia consisting of the following five members: (1) A representative of 
the District Council, who shall be a member of such Council designated by the 
Shairman; (2) a representative of the National Capital Park and Planning 
Sommmission designated by its Chairman; and (3) three qualified electors ap- 
pointed by the Chairman with the approval of the District Council. Each of 
such last three members shall have resided in the District for the three-year 
period ending on the date of his appointment, and at least one of the three 
shall own a home in the District. 

(c) Any person who represents either the District Council or the National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission on the Zoning Adjustment Board shall 
serve at the pleasure of the officer designating him. The term of office of each 
of the three members appointed by the Chairman with the approval of the 
District Council shall be three years, with the exception that the term of one 
of the initial appointees to the Board shall expire, as designated by the Chair- 
man, at the close of June 30 of each of the following years: 1953, 1954, and 
1955. The District Council, after notice and opportunity for hearing, may by 
resolution remove any of the three members appointed by the Chairman with 
its approval, but only for neglect of duty or malfeasance in office. Vacancies in 
the Board shall be filled for the duraticn of the une~piv‘ed term in the manner 
provided for original appointment. 

(d) The representative of the District Council serving on the Zoning Adjust- 
ment Board shall be its chairman. A majority of the members of the Board 
shall constitute a quorum. The aflirmative vote of a majority of the mem- 
bers of the Board shall be necessary for any decision or order. 

(e) No member of the Zoning Adjustment Board who holds a salaried public 
office or position in the Federal or District Government shall receive addi- 
tional compensation for his services with the Board, The District government 
shall compensate each of the other members of the Board at such rate, not to 
exceed $1,000 per annum, as the District Council may by ordinance provide. 


PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 


Sec. 1002. (a) The Public Utilities Commission of the District of Columbia 
created by section 8 of the Act of March 4, 1913, making appropriations for the 
District of Columbia, as amended by the first section of the Act of December 15, 
1926, altering the personnel of such Commission (D. C. Code, 1240 edition, sec. 
43-201, 202), is hereby abolished. The functions of such Commission are hereby 
trausferred to the Public Utilities Commission created by subsection (c). 

(b) The ofiice of people’s counsel created by section 3 of the Act of December 
15, 1926, altering the personnel of the Public Utilities Commission (D, C. Code, 
1940 edition, sec. 48-205), is hereby abolished. 

(c) There is hereby created a Public Utilities Commission for the District of 
Columbia consisting of three members who shall be appointed by the Chairman 
with the approval of the District Council. No person shall be appointed to the 
Commission unless he has resided in the District for the three-year period 
which ends on the day of his appointment. No person shall be appointed to the 
Commission if at any time during the one-year period which ends on the da) 
of his appointment he performed services for compensation for any public utility. 
During his incumbency, no member of the Commission shall have any direci 
pecuniary interest (1) in any public utility operating in the District or having 
an interest in property in the District, or (2) in any stock, bond, mortgage, 
security, or contract of any such public utility. If any member of the Com- 
mission shall voluntarily become so interested, his office shall ipso facto be- 
come vacant. If any member shall become so interested other than volun- 
tarily he shall, within a reasonable time, divest himself of such interest, and 
if he fails to do so his office shall become vacant. Before entering upon 
the duties of his office or position each member and employee of the Com- 
mi-<sion shall, in addition to the oath or affirmation required in the case of officers 
of the District, make oath or affirmation before and file with the clerk of the 
United States District Court for the District of Columbia that he meets each 
of the requirements of this subsection. No member shall hold any other public 
oftice during his term of office. 

(d) The terms of office of the members first taking office shall begin on the 
date of appointment and shall expire, as designated* by the Chairman at the 





time 
30, 1 
six 
Cow 
for 
in tl 
man 
(e 
chai 
and 
cise 
with 
acts 
the « 
(f 
at th 


SI 
by st 
by t 
cont 
such 
of th 


SE 
lishe 
is he 

(b 
(1) 
Agen 
ferre 
shall 
Such 
They 
Oppo 
Noty 
three 
the e 
the a 
of th 


SE 
creat 
at th 
amen 


Sr 
mem 


SE 
entit] 
other 
June 
the B 





HOME RULE FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 25 


time of appointment, one at the close of June 30, 1954, one at the close of June 
30, 1956, and one at the close of June 30, 1958. Each subsequent term shall be 
six years, expiring at the close of June 30 of the sixth year. The District 
Council may by resolution remove any member after notice and opportunity 
for hearing, but only for neglect of duty or malfeasance in office. Vacancies 
in the Commission shall be filled for the duration of the unexpired term in the 
manner provided for original appointment. 

(e) The Public Utilities Commission shall at least biennially elect its own 
chairman. A majority of the members shall constitute a quorum to do business, 
and any vacancy shall not impair the right of the remaining members to exer- 
cise all the powers of the Commission. Any investigation, inquiry, or hearing 
within the powers of the Commission may be made or held by any member, whose 
acts and orders, when approved by the Commission, shall be deemed to be 
the order of the Commission. 

(f) Each member of the Public Utilities Commission shall receive a salary 


Sar my 
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at the rate of $7,500 per annum. 


BOARD OF TAX APPEALS 


Sec. 1003. The Board of Tax Appeals for the District of Columbia created 
by section 2 of title IX of the District of Columbia Revenue Act of 1937, as added 
by the Act of May 16, 1988 (D. C. Code, 1940 edition, sec. 47-2402), is hereby 
continued as an agency of the District government. Any vacancy occurring in 
such Board shall be filled by appointment by the Chairman with the approval 
of the District Council. 


REDEVELOPMENT LAND AGENCY 


Sec. 1004. (a) The District of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency, estab 
lished by section 4 (a) of the District of Columbia Redevelopment Act of 1945, 
is hereby continued as an agency of the District government. 

(b) The powers of the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
(1) to appoint three members of the District of Columbia Redevelopment Lane 
Agency, and (2) to fill vacancies in such tiiree offices, which powers were con- 
ferred by section 4 (a) of the District of Columbia Redevelopment Act of 1945 
shall be exercised by the Chairman with the approval of the District Council. 
Such appointees shall possess the qualifications listed in such section 4 (a). 
They may be removed by the District Council by resolution, after notice and 
opportunity for hearing, but only for neglect of duty or malfeasance in office. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the incumbent of each of such 
three offices on the effective date of this subsection shall remain in office until 
the end of the term for which he was appointed unless the Chairman shall, with 
the approval of the District Council, sooner appoint a successor for the duration 
of the unexpired term. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICERS 
Sec. 1005. The District Council may, by ordinance, authorize any agency 
created or continued by this title to appoint an executive officer, who shall serve 
at the pleasure of the agency and be subject to the Classification Act of 1923, as 
amended. 
TITLE XI—BOARD OF EDUCATION 


CREATION AND MEMBERSHIP 


Sec. 1101. There is hereby created a Board of Education, consisting of seven 
members elected as provided in titie XII. 


TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS 


Sec. 1102. (a) The Board of Education provided for in section 2 of the Act 
entitled “An Act to fix and regulate the salaries of teachers, school officers, and 
other employees of the board of education of the District of Columbia”, approved 
June 29, 1906, is hereby abolished and its functions are hereby transferred to 
the Board of Education created by section 1101. 
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(b) The functions of the Federal Security Administrator under section 6 
of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act, approved June 2, 1920, as amended, with 
respect to vocational rehabilitation in the District, are hereby transferred to 
the Board of Education. Section 1 of such Act is hereby amended by inserting 
“the District of Columbia,” after “Alaska,”. 


FUNCTIONS AND LIMITATIONS 


Sec. 1103. (a) Subject to the provisions of section 321, the Board of Educa- 
tion shall— 

(1) determine appropriate policies for the District with respect to the 
maintenance and operation of public schools and with respect to vocational 
rehabilitation ; 

(2) appoint the Superintendent of Schools; 

(3) perform such other functions as are transferred to it by section 1102 
from the Board of Education and the Federal Security Administrator, 
except as otherwise provided by section 910 (a) with respect to the enforce- 
ment and administration of laws regulating child labor: and 

(4) prescribe such regulations, not inconsistent with the provisions of 
this title, as may be necessary or appropriate for the purposes of the 
operation of this title. 

(b) In contracting with any person to serve as Superintendent of Schools of 
the District, the Board of Education sha'l not obligate the District for a period 
longer than the three-year period commencing on the date of contracting. Each 
contract shall reserve to the Board the right to remove the incumbent for cause. 

(c) Final action by the Board of Education shall not be taken on any pro- 
posed regulation until the thirteenth day following the day on which it was 
submitted; but the Board of Education may take earlier final action at a 
regular meeting, or at a special meeting for which adequate notice has been 
given, upon unanimous vote of the members present. 

(d) For the purposes of the Vocational Education Act, approved February 
26, 1917, as amended, and the Vocational Rehabilitation Act, approved June 2, 
1920, as amended, the Board shall be considered a State board of vocational 
education. The Board of Education is hereby authorized to accept the provisions 
of the Vocational Education Act and to cooperate with the Federal Security 
Agency in the administration of such Act and of the Vocational Rehabilita- 
tion Act. 

(e) The President of the Board of Education shall appoint a committee, con- 
sisting of three members of the Board and known as the “Commission on 
Vocational Rehabilitation”, for the purpose of administering the District pro- 
gram with respect to vocational rehabilitation. The Commission shall appoint 
a Director of Vocational Rehabilitation, who shall appoint the members of the 
staff of the Commission and perform such other administrative functions as 
the Commission may delegate to him. 


QUALIFICATIONS FOR HOLDING OFFICE 


Sec. 1104. No person shall hold the office of member of the Board of Education 
unless he (1) is a qualified elector, (2) resides and is domiciled in the District, 
(3) holds no other elective public office, and (4) holds no appointive office for 
which compensation is provided out of District funds. 


COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS 


Sec. 1105. Members of the Board of Education shall receive $20 per meeting 
attended. 
PRESIDENT OF THE BOARD OF EDUCATION 


Sec. 1106. (a) The Board of Education shall elect from among its members 
a presiding officer, to be known as the “President of the Board of Education”. 
The term of the first such president shall expire at the close of December 31, 
1953, and at the close of December 31 of each succeeding odd-numbered year 
the term of office of the incumbent president shall expire. The Board of Educa- 
tion may by resolution remove the President of the Board of Education from 
his office ag such. 
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(b) The President of the Board of Education shall, with the approval of the 
Board, designate a member of the Board to act as president during his absence 
or disability. If a vacancy occurs in the office of president, the Board shall 
elect from among its members a president for the unexpired term. 


SECRETARY OF THE BOARD OF EDUCATION ; RECORDS 


Sec. 1107. (a) The Board of Education shall appoint a secretary who shall 
serve at the pleasure of the Board as its chief administrative officer. 

(b) The person duly acting as secretary shall keep a full record of the Board’s 
proceedings, and preside at Board meetings when the office of president is vacant. 


MEETINGS 


Sec. 1108. (a) The first meeting of the Board of Education after this section 
takes effect shall be called by the member who receives the highest vote in the 
election provided by title XII. He shall preside until a president is elected. The 
first meeing of the Board in each even-numbered year commencing with 1954 
shall be called by the secretary of the Board for a date not later than January 
31 of such year. 

(b) The Board of Education shall by resolution provide for the time and 
place of its regular meetings. The Board shall hold at least one regular meeting 
in each calendar month, 


TITLE XII—ELECTIONS IN THE DISTRICT 
BOARD OF ELECTIONS 


Sree. 1201. (a) (1) There is hereby created as an agency of the District govern 
ment a Board of Elections, consisting of five members who shall b® appointed, 
without regard to political affiliation, by the President by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. The terms of office of the first members shall expire, 
as designated by the President, one at the close of December 31 of each of the 
following years: 1955, 1954, 1955, 1956, and 1957. The term of each subsequently 
appointed member (except in the case of an appointment to fill an unexpired 
term) shall be six years from the expiration of the term of his predecessor. Any 
person appointed to fill a vacancy shall be appointed on!y for the unexpired term 
of his predecessor. When a member's term of office expires, he may continue 
to serve until his suecessor is appointed and has qualified. 

(2) Members of the Board of Elections shall be appointed from among the 
qualified electors who reside and are domiciled in the District ; and no individual 
shall be so appointed unless he executes an affidavit that he resides and is domi 
ciled in the District. 

(b) The Board of Elections shall— 

(1) maintain a permanent registry ; 

(2) conduct registrations and elections ; 

(3) in addition to determining appeals with respect to matters referred 
to in sections 1207 and 1211, determine appeals with respect to any other 
matters which (under regulations prescribed by it under subsection (©) ) 
may be appealed to it; 

(4) print, distribute, and count ballots, or provide and operate suitable 
voting machines ; 

(5) divide the District into appropriate voting precincts, each of which 
shall contain at least three hundred and fifty registered persons; 

(G) operate polling places ; 

(7) certify nominees and the results of elections: and 

(8) perform such other functions as are imposed upon it by this title, 
section 702, and titles XIX and XXI. 

(c) The Board of Elections may prescribe such regulations, not inconsistent 
with the provisions of this title, as may be necessary or appropriate for the 
purposes of this title, including regulations providing for appeals to it on ques 
tions arising in connection with nominations, registrations, and elections (in addi- 
tion to matters referred to it in sections 1207 and 1211) and for determination 
by it of appeals. 

(d) The officers and agencies of the District government shall furnish to the 
Board cof Elections, upon request of such Board, such space and facilities in 
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public buildings in the District to be used as registration or polling places, and 
such records, information, services, personnel, offices, and equipment, and such 
other assistance and facilities, as may be necessary to enable such Board prop- 
erly to perform its functions. 

(e) In the performance of its duties, the Board of Elections shall not be 
subject to the authority of any nonjudicial officer of the District. 

(f) Members of the Board of Elections shall hold no other office or employ- 
ment in the District government. 

(g) Each member of the Board of Elections shall be paid compensation at the 
rate of $1,500 per annum. 

(h) The Board of Elections, and persons authorized by it, may administer 
oaths to persons executing affidavits pursuant to sections 1201 and 1207. It may 
provide for the administering of such other oaths as it considers appropriate to 
require in the performance of its functions. 

(i) The Board of Elections is authorized to use the registration lists and other 
materials transferred to it from the Charter Referendum Board, to the extent 
that such materials are suitable for the purposes of this title and section 702, 
and title XXI. 

(j) The Board of Elections may employ necessary personnel. 


WHAT ELECTIONS SHALL BE HELD 


Sec. 1202. (a) The Board of Elections shall conduct a general election— 
(1) on March 7, 1952; 
(2) in each odd-numbered calendar year commencing with 1953; and 
(3) in any even-numbered calendar year commencing with 1952, if a 
law authorizing the issuance of bonds required by section 702 to be sub- 
mitted for a referendum at an election is enacted at least 30 days prior 
to the date for conducting the election in such year. 
(b) Each general election, except the general election required by subsection 
(a) to be held on March 7, 1952, shall be held on the first Tuesday after the 
first Monday in November. 


ELECTIVE OFFICES; TERMS OF OFFICE 


See. 1208. (a) The offices of the District to be filled by election shall be the 
elective offices on the District Council and the offices on the Board of Education. 

(b) The term of an elective office on the District Council shall be four years 
beginning on January 1 following the expiration of the preceding term of such 
office, except that (1) the first term of the offices filled by the four persons 
receiving the lowest number of votes among the persons elected to the Council 
in the eelction held March 7, 1952, shall begin on April 1, 1952, and shall expire 
at the close of December 31, 1953; and (2) the first term of the five remaining 
offices shall begin on April 1, 1952, and shall expire at the close of December 
31, 1955. 

(c) The term of office on the Board of Education shall be four years beginning 
on January 1 following the expiration of the preceding term of such office, ex- 
cept that (1) the first term of the offices filled by the three persons who receive 
the lowest number of votes among the persons elected to the Council in the 
election held March 7, 1952, shall begin on April 1, 1952, and shall expire at the 
close of December 31, 1952; and (2) the first term of the four remaining offices 
shall begin on April 1, 1952, and shall expire at the close of December 31, 1955. 


VACANCIES 


Sec. 1204. (a) Any vacancy in an elective office on the District Council shall 
be filled by appointment, without regard to political affiliation, by the President 
by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. Any vacancy in the Board of 
Education may be filled by appointment by the the president of such Board with 
the approval of the Board. No person shall be qualified for appointment to any 
office under this subsection unless, if nominated, he would have been a qualified 
candidate for such office at the last election in an odd-numbered year conducted 
prior to or on the date the vacancy occurred. A person appointed to fill a vacancy 
under this subsection shall hold office until the time provided for an elected 
successor to take office, but not beyond the end of the term during which the 
vacancy occurred. 
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(b) If on June 30 of any odd-numbered calendar year an elective office on 
the District Council or an office on the Board of Education is either vacant or 
held by an appointed member, and if the unexpired term of such office is eighteen 
months or more, such office shall be filled at the next election. Except as pro- 
vided in section 1212, a person elected to fill a vacancy shall take office January 1 
of the year following his election. The term of office of a person elected to fill an 
unexpired term pursuant to this subsection shall expire at the end of such un- 
expired term. 


WHAT CANDIDATES ARE ELECTED 


Sec. 1205. (a) In the case of an election conducted only to elect persons to 
offices for full terms, the candidates who receive the largest number of votes 
east for candidates for such offices shall be elected to such offices. 

(b) In the case of an election conducted both to elect persons to office for full 
terms and to elect persons to offices for unexpired terms pursuant to section 
1204 (b), the candidates who receive the largest number of votes cast for candi- 
dates for all such offices shall be elected to the full term offices and the candidates 
who receive the largest number of votes cast for candidates for all such offices 
next below the candidate receiving the lowest number of votes who is elected to 
office for a full term shall be elected to the offices for unexpired terms. 


QUALIFIED ELECTORS 


Sec. 1206. (a) To be qualified to vote in the District, it is not intended that a 
person be required to relinquish his rights in another jurisdiction. 

(b) No person shall vote in an election unless he is a qualified elector and, 
except as provided in section 1207 (b), is registered in the District. A qualified 
elector of the District shall be any person (1) who has maintained a domicile 
or place of abode in the District continuously since the beginning of the one- 
year period ending on the day of the next election or, if such period has not be- 
gun, maintains a domicile or place of abode in the District, (2) who is a citizen 
of the United States, (3) who is, or will be on the day of the next election, at 
least twenty-one years old, (4) who has never been convicted of a felony in the 
United States or ,if he has been so convicted, has been pardoned, and (5) who is 
not mentally incompetent, as adjudged by a court of competent jurisdiction. A 
person who is otherwise qualified shall not be disqualified by being entitled to vote 
in another jurisdiction. 


REGISTRATION 


Sec. 1207. (a) No person shall be registered unless— 
(1) he is a qualified elector; and 
(2) he has maintained a domicile or place of abode in the District con- 
tinuously since the beginning of the nine-month period ending on the day 
he offers to register; and 
(3) he executes a registration affidavit, completed in his own handwrit- 
ing (unless prevented by physical disability) and on the form prescribed by 
the Board of Elections, showing— 
(A) that he meets each of the requirements specified in section 1206 
(b) for a qualified elector; 
(B) that he meets the requirements of paragraph (2) of this subsec- 
tion; and 
(C) that he has no intention of doing any act which would prevent 
him from being a qualified elector on the day of the next election. 

(b) If a person is not permitted to register, such person, or any qualified 
candidate, may appeal to the Board of Elections, but not later than three days 
after the registry is closed for the next election. The Board shall decide within 
Seven days after the appeal is perfected whether the challenged elector is entitled 
to register. If the appeal is denied, the appellant may, within three days after 
such denial, appeal to the Municipal Court for the District of Columbia. The 
court shall decide the issue not later than eighteen days before the day of the 
election. If the appeal is upheld by either the Board or the court, the challenged 
elector shall be allowed to register immediately. If the appeal is pending on 
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election day, the challenged elector may cast a ballot marked “challenged”, as 
provided in section 1211. 


QUALIFIED CANDIDATES 


Sec. 1208. The candidates at an election in the District shall be the persons, 
registered under section 1207, who have been nominated as provided in section 
1209. Members of Congress and members of the Board of Elections may not be 
such candidates. 


NOMINATIONS 


Sec. 1209. (a) Nomination of a candidate shall take place when the Board of 
Elections receives a petition (prepared and presented in accordance with rules 
prescribed by the Board) nominating the named person as a candidate for office 
in the District Council or the Board of Education. ‘Lhe petition shall be signed 
by not less than ninety persons registered under section 1207. The petition shall 
be accompanied (1) by a filing fee of $30 in the case of a candidate for an office 
in the District Council, or 925 in the case of a candidate for an office in the 
Board of Education, and (2) by an affidavit executed by the individual proposed 
to be nominated stating that he resides and is domiciled in the District. All 
such fees shall be deposited in the general fund of the District. 

(b) No person may be a candidate for more than one office in any election. 
If a person is nominated for more than one office, he shall, within three days 
alter the last day on which nominations may be made (as preseribod by the Board 
of Elections), notify the Board of Elections for which such office he elects to run. 


NONPARTISAN ELECTIONS 


Sec. 1210. Ballots and voting machines shall show no party affiliations, emblem, 
or slogan. Sections 594, 595, 598, 600, GOL, 604, 605, GUS, and 611 of title 18, 
United States Code, shall not apply with respect to the election of members of 
the District Council or the Board of Education. 


METHOD OF VOTING 


Sec. 1211. (a) Voting in all elections shall be secret. Voting may be by paper 
ballot or voting machine. 

(b) The ballot of a person who is registered as a resident of the District shall 
be valid only if cast in the voting precinct where the residence shown on his 
registration is located. 

.c) There shall be no absentee voting. 

(d) Each qualified candidate may have a watcher at each polling place, pro- 
vided the watcher presents proper credentials signed by the candidate. No one 
shall interfere with the opportunity of a watcher to observe the conduct of the 
election at that polling place and the counting of votes. Watchers may challenge 
prospective voters who are believed to be unqualified to vote. 

(e) If the official in charge of the polling place, after hearing both parties to 
any such challenge or acting on his own initiative with respect to a prospective 
voter, reasonably believes the prospective voter is unqualified to vote, he shall 
allow the voter to cast a paper ballot marked “challenged.” Ballots so cast shall 
be segregated, and no such ballot shall be counted until the challenge has been 
removed as provided in subsection (f). 

(f) If a person has been permitted to vote only by challenged ballot, such 
person, or any qualified candidate, may appeal to the Board of Elections within 
three days after election day. The Board shall decide within seven days after 
the appeal is perfected whether the voter was qualified to vote. If the Board 
decides that the voter was qualified to vote, the word “challenged” shall be 
stricken from the voter’s ballot and the ballot shall be treated as if it had not 
been challenged. 

(¢) If a voter is physically unable to mark his ballot or operate the voting 
muchine, the official in charge of the voting place may enter the voting booth with 
him and vote as directed. Upon the request of any such voter, a second election 
official may enter the voting booth to assist in the voting. The officials shall 
tell no one what votes were cast. The official in charge of the voting place shall 
make a return of all such voters, giving their names and disabilities, 








(h) 
(i) 
shall t 


SEc. 
any p 
Court 
a peti 
declar 
To de 
take ¢ 
only f 
(or Pp 
electo 
court 
ing fil 

(b) 
deter! 
the 
a spec 
the el 

(¢) 
scribe 
Boare 
take ¢ 
the re 

(d) 
as pr 


Src 
perso 
impos 
revist 
belief 

(hb) 
day ° 
dane 
voter 
peace 


Se 
regnl 
of th 
be fir 


TITI 


Sr 
office 
Act 
State 
made 

(b 
tions 





nm 
e 


ch 
in 
er 
rd 
be 
ot 


ng 
th 
on 
all 
all 





HOME RULE FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 31 


(h) A voter shall vote only once with respect to each office to be filled 
(i) Copies of the regulations of the Board of Elections with respect to voting 
shall be made available to prospective voters at each polling place. 


RECOUNTS AND CONTESTS 


Sec, 1212. (a) After the Board of Elections certifies the results of an election, 
any person who voted in the election may petition the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia to review such election. In response to such 
a petition, the court may (A) set aside one or more of the results so certified and 
declare the true results of the election, or (B) void all or part of the election. 
To determine the true results of an election the court may order a recount or 
take other appropriate action. The court shall void all or part of an election 
only for fraud, mistake, or other defect, serious enough to vitiate the election 
(or part thereof) as a fair expression of the will of the registered qualified 
electors of the District voting therein. In any proceeding under this section the 
court may appoint a commission for the purpose of receiving evidence and mak- 
ing findings of fact. 

(b) If the court voids all or part of an election under this section, and if it 
determines that the number of importance of the matters involved outweich 
the cost and practical disadvantages of holding another election, it may order 
a special election for the purnose of voting on the matters with respect to which 
the election was declared void. 

(c) Special elections shall be conducted in a manner comparable to that pre- 
scribed for regular elections and at times and in the manner prescribed by the 
Board of Elections bv regulation. A person elected at such an election shall 
take office on the dav following the date on which the Board of Elections certifies 
the results of the election. 

(d) Vacancies resulting from voiding all or part of an election shall be filled 
as prescribed in section 1204. 


INTERFERENCE WITH REGISTRATION OR VOTING 


Src. 1213. (a) No one shall interfere with the registration or voting of another 
person, except as it may be reasonably necessary in the performance of a duty 
imposed by law. No person performing such a duty shall interfere with the 
registration or voting of another person because of his race, color, sex, or religious 
belief, or his want of property or income. 

(hb) No registered voter shall be required to perform a military duty on election 
day which would prevent him from voting, excent in time of war or wublic 
danver or unless he is away from the District in military service. No registered 
voter may be arrested while voting or voine to vote except for a breach of the 
peace then committed or for treason or felony. 







VIOLATIONS 


Sec. 1214. Whoever willfullv violates any provision of this title, or of any 
regulation prescribed and publisbed bv the Board of Elections under authority 
of this title, shall he guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon conviction thereof shall 
be fined not more than $500 or imprisoned for not more than six months, or both 


TITLE XITI—APPOINTMENT, CLASSIFICATION, AND RETIREMENT OF 
OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES 


Part 1—APppPoInTMENT AND CLASSIFICATION 
APPLICATION OF THE CIVIL SERVICE ACT 


Sec. 1301. (a) Except as otherwise provided in subsections (b) and (c), all 
offices and positions in the government of the District shall be subject to the 
Act entitled “An act to regulate and improve the civil service of the United 
States,” approved January 16, 1888, as amended, and rules and regulations 
made in pursuance of such Act. 

(b) Such Act and rules and regulations shall not apply to the offices or posi 
tions of the following: 
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(1) Members of the District Council; secretary of the District Council; 
secretary of the Board of Education; Superintendent of Schools; teachers, 
school officers, and other employees of the Board of Education who are sub- 
ject to the District of Columbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 1947; Director of 
Vocational Rehabilitation; District Manager; Assistants to the District 
Manager; directors of executive departments of the District; members and 
executive officers of boards and other agencies created or continued by title 
X; and members of boards and commissions other than agencies created 
by title X. 

(2) The chief judge and associate judges of the Municipal Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia, the chief judge and judges of the 
Municipal Court for the District of Columbia, and the judge of the Juvenile 
Court. 

(3) Persons employed as unskilled laborers. 

(c) Such Act and rules and regulations shall apply to officers and members 
of the Metropolitan Police force and of the Fire Department of the District 
of Columbia only to the extent provided by law prior to the effective date of 
this title. 


STATUS OF OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE DISTRICT IN THE FEDERAL CLASSIFIED 
CIVIL SERVICE 


Sec. 1302. (a) The Civil Service Commission shall confer a competitive classi- 
fied civil-service status upon each officer or employee performing services for 
the government of the District on the effective date of this title who does not 
have such status on such date but comes within the purview of section 1301 (a), 
if such officer or employee qualifies in such appropriate noncompetitive examina- 
tion as may be prescribed by the Civil Service Commission. An officer or em- 
ployee shall not be eligible to take such noncompetitive examination unless he is 
a citizen of the United States. Each person acquiring a competitive classified 
civil-service status under this subsection shall retain such status and be eligible 
for transfer to a position in the Federal Government for which he is qualified. 

(b) Each person (except a person to whom subsection (c) of this section 
applies) appointed, after the effective date of this title, to a position in the 
government of the District within the purview of section 1301 (a) shall have 
a competitive classified civil-service status and be eligible for transfer to a 
position in the Federal Government for which he is qualified. 

(c) Any person heretofore or hereafter transferred from a position in the 
Federal Government to a position in the government of the District shall, if 
he had a competitive classified civil-service status at the time of such transfer, 
retain such status and be eligible for reinstatement by the Federal Government 
in a comparable position as long as he is employed by the government of the 
District. 

SELECTION OF DISTRICT EMPLOYEES 


Sec. 1308. (a) The Civil Service Commission shall certify to the District 
Manager for appointment to positions in the government of the District persons 
whose names appear on (1) registers of eligibles for positions in the classified 
civil service of the United States and (2) registers of persons who have by 
virtue of special examinations qualified for positions in the government of 
the District. 

(b) Residence in the District shall not be required for eligibility for appoint- 
ment to a position in the government of the District within the purview of 
section 1301 (a), but in the certification of eligibles under subsection (a) (1) 
of this section the Civil Service Commission shall give preference to persons 
residing in the metropolitan area of the District. Special examinations for 
positions in the government of the District shall be open only to persons who 
reside in such metropolitan area. 


NONCOMPLIANCE OF THE DISTRICT WITH REQUIREMENTS OF THE CIVIL SERVICE 
COMMISSION 


SEc. 1304. If the Civil Service Commission disapproves of the practices of 
the government of the District with respect to the selection, classification, or 
retirement of officers and employees of such government, it shall report such 
disapproval to the Congress. 
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APPLICATION OF ,THE CLASSIFICATION ACT OF 1923 TO OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES 
OF THE DISTRICT 


Sec. 1805. (a) Except as provided in subsection (b), offices and positions in 
the government of the District shall be subject to the Classification Act of 
1923, as amended. 

(b) The Classification Act of 1923, as amended, shall not apply to the offices 
and positions of the following: 

(1) Officers whose compensation is fixed by this Act. 

(2) Secretary of the District Council; District Manager; Assistants to 
the District Manager; directors of executive departments of the District; 
members of boards and other agencies created or continued by title X; and 
members of boards and commissions other than agencies created by title 
X; and the secretary of the Board of Education. 

(3) Employees whose rate of compensation (by reason of the transfer 
of the functions of the Wage Board to the District Manager) may be fixed 
by the District Manager with the approval of the District Council. 

(4) Teachers, school officers, and other employees of the Board of Edu- 
eation whose salaries are fixed by the District of Columbia Teachers’ Salary 
Act of 1947. 

(5) Officers and members of the Metropolitan Police foree and of the 
Fire Department of the District of Columbia. 

(6) The chief judge and associate judges of the Municipal Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia, the chief judge and judges of the 
Municipal Court for the District of Columbia, and the judge of the Juvenile 
Court. 

(7) Officers and employees who render service without compensation 
under existing law. : 


COMPENSATION OF CERTAIN EMPLOYEES OF THE DISTRICT 


Sec. 1306. The District Council, by ordinance, may fix from time to time the 
compensation of those employees of the District, if any, to whose positions or 
employment the Classification Act of 1923, as amended, is inapplicable, and 
whose rates of compensation are not otherwise fixed by or pursuant to law. 


PAYMENT FOR SERVICES RENDERED BY CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 


Sec. 1307. The cost, as determined by the Civil Service Commission, of services 
(furnished after June 30, 1953) of the Commission in the administration of 
the Act entitled “An Act to regulate and improve the civil service of the United 
States”, approved January 16, 1883, as amended, and rules and regulations 
made in pursuance of such Act, and of the Classification Act of 1923, as amended, 
on behalf of the government of the District shall be borne by such government 
in the manner prescribed in section 831. 


Part 2—RETIREMENT 
LIABILITY OF DISTRICT 


Sec. 1321. The government of the District, in the manner prescribed by sec- 
tion 831, shall, for each fiscal year, pay to the United States the amount certified 
by the Civil Service Commission to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
as being necessary to finance the liability of the government of the District with 
respect to the retirement of its officers and employees. 


PAYMENT FOR SERVICES RENDERED BY CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 


Sec. 1322. The cost, as determined by the Civil Service Commission, of services 
(furnished after June 30, 1953) of the Commission in the administration of the 
retirement system on behalf of the government of the District shall be borne 
by such government in the manner prescribed by section 831). 
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TITLE XIV—MISCELLANEOUS 


AGREEMENTS WITH UNITED STATES 



























Sec. 1401. (a) For the purpose of preventing duplication of effort or of other- 
wise promoting efficiency and economy, any Federal officer or agency may furnish 
services to the District government and any District officer or agency may fur- 
nish services to the Federal Government. Except where the terms and condi- 
tions governing the furnishing of such services are prescribed by other provi- 
sions of law, such services shall be furnished pursuant to a contract (1) nego- 
tiated by the Federal and District authorities concerned, and (2) approved by 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget and by the District Manager. Each 
such contract shall provide that the cost of furnishing such services shall be 
borne in the manner provided in subsection (c) by the Government to which 
such services are furnished at rates or charges based on the actual cost of 
furnishing such services. 

(b) For the purpose of carrying out any contract negotiated and approved 
pursuant to subsection (a), any District officer or agency may in the contract 
delegate any of his or its functions to any Federal officer or agency, and any 
Federal officer or agency may in the contract delegate any of his or its fune- 
tions to any District officer or agency. Any function so delegated may be exer- 
cised in accordance with the terms of the delegation. 

(c) The costs to each Federal officer and agency in furnishing services to the 
District pursuant to any such contract shall be paid, in accordance with the 
terms of the contract, out of appropriations made by the District Council to 
the District officers and agencies to which such services are furnished. The 
costs to each District officer and agency in furnishing services to the Federal 
Government pursuant to any such contract shall be paid, in accordance with 
the terms of the contract, out of appropriatiOms made by the Congress to the 
Federal officers and agencies to which such services are furnished. 


PERSONAL INTEREST IN CONTRACTS OR TRANSACTIONS 


Sec. 1402. No member of the District Council and no other officer or employee 
of the District with power of discretion in the making of any contract to which 
the District is a party or in the sale to the District or to a contractor supplying 
the District of any land or rights or interests in any land, material, supplies, or 
services shall have a financial interest, direct or indirect, in such contract or 
sale. Any willful violation of this section shall constitute malfeasance in office, 
and any officer or employee of the District found guilty thereof shall thereby for- 
feit his office or position. Any violation of this section with the knowledge ex- 
press or implied of the person contracting with the District shall render the 
contract voidable by the District Manager or the District Council. 


SAINT ELIZABETHS HOSPITAL 


Sec. 1403. (a) The cost, as determined by the Federal Security Administra- 
tor, of the care and support (after June 30, 1953) of any resident of the District 
(other than a resident who is a Federal prisoner) received by or committed to 
Saint Elizabeths Hospital shall be borne (in the manner provided by section 831) 
by the District. 

(b) The cost, as determined by the Federal Security Administrator, of the 
care and support (after June 30, 1953) of any District prisoner received by or 
committed to Saint Elizabeths Hospital from any Federal penitentiary or from 
any other place of confinement shall be borne (in the manner provided by sec- 
tion 881) by the District. 

(c) The cost of the care and support of any person received by or committed 
to Saint Elizabeths Hospital not required to be borne by the District under sub- 
section (a) or (b) shall be borne by the United States. 

(d) For the purposes of this section— 

(1) the term “resident of the District” means a person who has main- 
tained his principal place of abode in the District for more than one year 
immediately prior to the date upon which he was received by or committed 
to Saint Elizabeths Hospital ; 
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hd 


(2) the term “District prisoner” means a person charged with or con- 
victed of an offense under any law of the United States applicable exclu- 
sively to the District or under any legislative proposal or ordinance which 
has taken effect as law of the District ; and 

(3) the term “Federal prisoner’ means a prisoner who is not a District 
prisoner. 

REGISTER OF WILLS AND CLERK OF PROBATE COURT 


Sec. 1404. (a) The register of wills and clerk of the Probate Court shall here- 
after be known as the “clerk of the Probate Court.” The clerk shall be ap- 
pointed (and may at any time be removed) by the chief judge of the United 
States District Court for the District of Columbia. The incumbent holding 
the office of register of wills and clerk of the Probate Court on the date this 
section becomes effective shall remain in office until the chief judge of the United 
States District Court for the District of Columbia appoints a successor. 

(b) Fees and emoluments hereafter received by the office of the register of 
wills and clerk of the Probate Court shall be paid at least weekly to the Direc- 
tor of the Department of Finance for deposit in the general fund of the District. 


NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 


Sec. 1405. (a) The ex officio members of the National Capital Park and Plan- 
ning Commission shall consist of the Chief of Engineers, United States Army; 
the Director of the National Park Service, Department of the Interior ; the Archi- 
tect of the Capitol; the Federal Works Administrator; the Director of the De- 
partment of Public Works; the Director of the Department of Recreation; and 
a member of the District Council appointed by the Chairman with the approval 
of the District Council. 

(b) There shall be two appointed members of the Commission in addition to 
the four appointed members heretofore provided for. Such additional members 
shall be appointed by the President, one upon the recommendation of the Gov- 
ernor of Maryland and one upon the recommendation of the Governor of Vir- 
ginia. The members first appointed pursuant to this subsection shall continue in 
office for terms ending as designated by the President, one at the close of April 
30, 1953, and one at the close of April 30, 1954. Their successors shall be ap- 
pointed for terins of six years; except that a person appointed to fill a vacaney 
shall be appointed only for the unexpired term of the member whom he shall 
succeed. 

(c) The function of preparing, developing, and maintaining a comprehensive, 
consistent, and coordinated plan for the National Capital and its environs shall 
be exercised by the Comission on behalf of the District government as well 
as the Federal Government, and no officer or agency of the District may exer- 
cise any function in conflict with such function of the Commission. The term 
“comprehensive plan,” as used in section 2 of the Act of Jun 20, 1938, providing 
for the zoning of the District (D. C. Code, 1940 edition, sec. 5-414), shall mean 
the plan prepared, developed, and maintained by the Commission. 


CERTAIN FUNCTIONS NOW ADMINISTERED BY FEDERAL AGENCIES 


Sec. 1406. It is hereby declared to be the policy of the Congress that functions 
granted in the exercise of the power of Congress as legislature for the District 
which are of a character ordinarily administered, in other jurisdictions, by 
State, Territorial, or local agencies or officers, should be vested in officers or 
agencies of the District. In furtherance of this policy the District Council, 
from time to time and as soon as practicable, shall submit to the Congress 
recommendations providing for transfer to appropriate officers or agencies of 
the District of functions of the character above referred to which are being 
administered by Federal officers or agencies. 


NATIONAL CAPITAL HOUSING AUTHORITY 
Sec. 1407. (a) The National Capital Housing Authority created pursuant to 


the District of Columbia Alley Dwelling Act is hereby continued as an agency 
of the federal Government. 
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(b) In addition to the duties heretofore imposed upon it, the National 
Capital Housing Authority shall have the following duties: (1) to submit 
periodically to the District Council reports of its activities in the District; 
(2) to furnish to the District Council such information as the District Council 
may from time to time request; (3) to give formal consideration to such recom- 
mendations as the District Council may submit to it; and (4) before submitting 
any recommendation or report concerning proposed or pending legislation to the 
Congress or any committee or member thereof, to submit a copy of such report 
or recommendation to the District Council in order that the District Council 
may express its approval or disapproval thereof. 


COMPENSATION FROM MORE THAN ONE SOURCE 


Sec. 1408. (a) Except as provided in sections 302, 1104, and 1201 (f), no 
person shall be ineligilbe to serve or to receive compensation as a member of the 
District Council, the Board of Education, or the Board of Elections because he 
occupies another office or position or because he receives compensation (includ- 
ing retirement compensation) from another source. 

(b) The right to another office or position or to compensation from another 
source otherwise secured to such a person under the laws of the United States 
shall not be abridged by the fact of his service or receipt of compensation as a 
member of the District Council or either such Board, if such service does not 
interfere with the discharge of his duties in such other office or position. 

(c) For the purpose of sections 281 and 283 of title 18 of the United States 
Code, no person shall, by reason of membership on the District Council, the 
Board of Education, or the Board of Elections, or by reason of his serving in any 
position in or under the government of the District of Columbia, be considered 
to be an officer or employee of the United States. 


MISCELLANEOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES 


Sec. 1409. The Temporary Home for Former Soldiers and Sailors, the Na- 
tional Capital Park and Planning Commission, and the National Guard of the 
District of Columbia shall be considered to be Federal agencies and appropria- 
tions for their support shall be made in the same manner as for other Federal 
agencies. 


TITLE XV—SUCCESSION IN GOVERNMENT 
TRANSFER OF PERSONNEL, PROPERTY, AND FUNDS 


Sec. 1501. (a) In each case of the transfer, by any provision of this Act, of 
functions to any agency or officer, there are hereby transferred (as of the time 
of such transfer of functions) to such agency or to the agency of which such 
officer is the head, for use in the administration of the functions of such agency 
or officer, the personnel (except the members of boards or commissions abolished 
by this Act), property, records, and unexpended balances of appropriations and 
other funds, which relate primarily to the functions so transferred. 

(b) If any question arises in connection with the carrying out of subsection 
(a), such question shall be decided— 

(1) in the case of functions transferred from a Federal officer or agency, 
by the Director of the Bureau of the Budget ; 

(2) in the case of other functions (A) by the District Council, or in such 
manner as the District Council shall provide, if such functions are trans- 
ferred to the District Council or to the Board of Education, and (B) by the 
District Manager if such functions are transferred to any other officer or 
agency. 

(c) Any of the personnel transferred to any agency by this section which the 
head of such agency shall find to be in excess of the personnel necessary for the 
administration of his or its functions shall, in accordance with law, be re- 
transfered to other positions in the District or Federal Government or be sepa- 
rated from the service. 

(d) No officer or employee shall, by reason of his transfer by this Act, be 
deprived of a civil-service status held by him prior to such transfer. 
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EXISTING STATUTES, REGULATIONS, AND SO FORTH 


Sec, 1502. (a) Any statute, regulation, or other action in respect of (and any 
regulation or other action issued, made, taken, or granted by) any officer or 
agency from which any function is transferred by this Act shall, except to the 
extent modified or made inapplicable by or under authority of law, continue in 
effect as if such transfer had not been made; but after such transfer references 
in such statute, regulation, or other action to an officer or agency from which a 
transfer is made by this Act shall be held and considered to refer to the officer or 
agency to which the transfer is made. 

(b) As used in subsection (a), the term “other, action” includes any rule, 
order, contract, policy, determination, directive, grant, authorization, permit, 
requirement, or designation. 


PENDING ACTIONS AND PROCEEDINGS 


Sec. 1508. (a) No suit, action, or other judicial proceeding lawfully com- 
menced by or against any officer or agency in his or its official capacity or in 
relation to the exercise of his or its official functions, shall abate by reason of 
the taking effect of any provision of this Act, but the court, unless it determines 
that the survival of such suit, action, or other proceeding is not necessary for 
purposes of settlement of the questions involved, shall allow the same to be 
maintained, with such substitut ois as to parties as are appropriate. 

(b) No administrative action or proceeding lawfully commenced shall abate 
solely by reason of the taking effect of any provision of this Act, but such 
action or proceeding shall be continued with such substitution as to parties 
and oflicers or agencies as are appropriate. 


VACANCIES RESULTING FROM ABOLITION OF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 


Sec. 1504. Until July 1, 1952, no vacancy occurring in any District agency 
by reason of section 321, abolishing the Board of Commissioners, shall affect the 
power of the remaining members of such agency to exercise its functions, but 
such agency may take action only if a majority of the members holding office vote 
in favor of it. 


TITLE XVI—SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS 
SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS 


Sec. 1601. If any provision of this Act or the application thereof to any person 
or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of the Act and the application of 
such provision to other persons or circumstances shall not be affected thereby. 


TITLE XVII—TEMPORARY PROVISIONS 
POWERS OF THE PRESIDENT DURING TRANSITION PERIOD 


Sec. 1701. The President of the United States is hereby authorized and di- 
rected to take such action during the period following the date of the enactment 
of this Act and ending on the date of the first meeting of the District Council, 
by Executive order or otherwise, with respect to the administration of the 
functions of the District of Columbia government, as he deems necessary to 
enable the Charter Referendum Board and the Board of Elections properly to 
perform their functions under this Act. 


REIMBURSABLE APPROPRIATION FOR THE DISTRICT FOR PERIOD ENDING JUNE 30, 1952 


Sec. 1702. (a) The sum of $500,000 is hereby authorized to be appropriated for 
the District of Columbia, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, for use (1) in paying the 
expenses of the Charter Referendum Board (including compensation of the 
members thereof), (2) in paying the expenses of the Board of Elections (includ- 
ing compensation of the members thereof), and (3) in otherwise carrying into 
effect the provisions of this Act. 
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(b) The full amount of expenditures out of the appropriations made under 
this authorization shall be reimbursed to the United States, without interest, 
during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1953, from the general fund of the District 
of Columbia. 
TITLE XVIII—EFFECTIVE DATES 

EFFECTIVE DATES 


Sec. 1801. (a) As used in this title and title XIX the term “charter” means 
titles Ito XVI, both inclusive, and title X XI. 

(b) The charter shall take effect only if accepted pursuant to title XLX. 
If the charter is so accepted, it shall take effect on the day following the date 
on which it is accepted (as determined pursuant to section 1906), except that— 

(1) part 2 of title III, and sections 901, 910 (¢), 913, 1102, 1103 and 1407 
shall take effect April 1, 1952; 

(2) section 504, title VIII (except part 3), title IX: (except sections 901, 
910 (c) and 913), title X, title XIII, and sections 1403, 1404, 1405, and 
1406 shall take effect July 1, 1952; 

(3) sections 502 and 508 shall take effect on the day after the day upon 
which the District Manager first appointed takes office ; 

(4) tithe VI and part 3 of title VIII shall be applicable only with respect 
to the fiscal year ending June 30, 1954, and each succeeding fiscal vear. 

(c) Titles XVII, XVIII, XIX, and XX shall take effect on the day following 
the date on which this Act is enacted. 


TITLE XIX—SUBMISSION OF CHARTER FOR REFERENDUM 
CHARTER REFERENDUM 


Sec. 1901. (a) On November 15, 1951, a referendum (in this title referred to 
as the “charter referendum”) shall be conducted to determine whether the regis- 
tered qualified electors of the District of Columbia accept the charter. 

(b) As used in this title, the term “qualified elector” means a person (1) 
who has a place of abode or has been domiciled in the District of Columbia 
continuously since November 15, 1950; (2) who is a citizen of the United States; 
i353) who is or will be on November 15, 1951, at least twenty-one years old; 
(4) who has never been convicted of a felony in the United States or, if he has 
been so convicted, has been pardoned; and (5) who is not mentally incom- 
petent, as adjudged by a court of competent jurisdiction. 


CHARTER REFERENDUM BOARD 


Sec. 1902. (a) There is hereby created as an agency of the District of Columbia 
government a Charter Referendum Board, consisting of five members, as follows: 
(1) The President of the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia, 
and (2) four individuals who are not employees of such District, appointed by 
the President of the United States from among the qualified electors who reside 
and are domiciled in the District. No individual shall be so appointed unless 
he executes an affidavit that he resides and is domiciled in the District. The 
President of the United States shall designate the member who shall act as 
Chairman of the Board. 

(b) ‘Lhe Charter Referendum Board shall— 

(1) prepare and maintain a registry; 

(2) conduct the charter referendum provided for by section 1901; 

(3) in addition to determining appeals with respect to matters referred 
to in sections 1903 and 1905, determine appeals with respect to any other 
matters which (under regulations prescribed by it under subsection (c)) may 
be appealed to it; 

(4) print, distribute, and count ballots, or provide and operate suitable 
voting machines; 

(5) divide the District of Columbia into appropriate voting precincts, 
each of which shall contain at least three hundred and fifty registered 
persons ; 

(6) operate polling places; 

(7) certify the result of the charter referendum; and 

(S) perform such other functions as are imposed upon it by this title. 
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(c) The Charter Referendum Board may prescribe such regulations, not 
inconsistent with the provisions of this title, as may be necessary or appropriate 
for the purposes of this title, including regulations providing for appeals to it on 
questions arising in connection with registrations and voting (in addition to 
matters referred to in sections 1908 and 1905) and for determination by it of 
appeals. 

(d) The officers and agencies of the District of Columbia government shall 
furnish to the Charter Referendum Board, upon request of such Board, such 
space and facilities in public buildings in the District of Columbia to be used 
as registration or polling places, and such records, information, services, person 
nel, offices, and equipment, and such other assistance and facilities, as may be 
necessary to enable such Board properly to perform its functions 

(e) In the performance of its duties, the Charter Referendum Board shall 
not be subject to the authority of any nonjudicial officer of the District of 
Columbia. 

(f) Members of the Charter Referendum Board other than the President of 
the Board of Commissioners shall hold no other office or employment in the 
District of Columbia government. Not more than three members shall be regis- 
tered members of the same political party. 

(g) Each member of the Charter Referendum Board except the President 
of the Board of Commissioners shall be paid compensation at the rate of 5250 
a month, but not to exceed a total of $1,500. The provisions of section 1408, not 
withstanding the fact that such section does not otherwise take effect unless the 
charter is acceped under this title, shall apply with respect to members of the 
Charter Referendum Board in the same manner as it applies with respect to 
members of the agencies specified therein. 

ih) The Charter Referendum Board, and persons authorized by it, may ad 
minister such oaths as it considers appropriate to require in the performance 
of its functions. 

(i) The Charter Referendum Board may employ necessary personnel and 
may fix their compensation without regard to the Classification Act of 1923, as 
amended. 

(j) The records and accounts of the Charter Referendum Board shall, subject 
to such limitations prescribed by such Board as are reasonably necessary to the 
exercise of its functions, be open to public inspection during regular business 
hours. Such requirements shall not extend to records and accounts the disclosure 
of which would tend to defeat the lawful purpose which they are intended to 
accomplish. 

(k) The Charter Referendum Board shall cease to exist at the close of the day 
on which the charter is accepted (as determined pursuant to section 1906) or at 
the close of December 31, 1951, whichever is earlier. 

(1) If the charter is accepted under this title, the function of winding up the 
affairs of the Charter Referendum Board shall be exercised, after such Board 
ceases to exist by the Board of Elections created by section 1201. If the charter 
is not accepted under this title, such function shall be exercised, after such Board 
ceases to exist, by the Board of Conuimissioners of the District of Columbia 


REGISTRATION 


Sec, 1908. (a) The Charter Referendum Board shall conduct within the 
District of Columbia a registration of the qualified electors of such District, 
commencing as soon as practicable after the enactment of this Act (but in no 
event later than August 1, 1951) and continuing until October 1, 1951 

(b) Prior to the commencement of such registration, the Charter Referendum 
Board shall publish, in daily newspapers of general circulation published in the 
District of Columbia, a list of the registration places and the dates and hours 
of registration. 

(c) No qualified elector may vote in the charter referendum unless he is regis 
tered in the District of Columbia. 

(d) No person shall be registered unless— 

(1) he is a qualified elector; and 
(2) he executes a registration affidavit, completed in his own handwrit 
ing (unless prevented by physical disability) showing 
(A) that he meets each of the requirements specified in section 1901 
(b) for a qualified elector; and 
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(B) that he has no intention of doing any act which would prevent 
him from being a qualified elector on November 15, 1951. 

(e) In any case where a person is not permitted to register, such person may 
appeal to the Charter Referendum Board, but not later than October 3, 1951. The 
Board shall decide within seven days after the appeal is perfected whether the 
challenged elector is entitled to register. If the appeal is denied, the appellant 
may, within three days after such denial, appeal to the Municipal Court for the 
District of Columbia. The court shall decide the issue not later than November 
8, 1951. If the appeal is upheld by either the Board or the court, the challenged 
elector shall be allowed to register immediately. 


CHARTER REFERENDUM BALLOT; NOTICE OF VOTING 


Sec. 1904. (a) The charter referendum ballot shall contain the following, 
with the blank space appropriately filled : 

“The District of Columbia Charter Act, enacted ————, 1951, proposes to 
establish a new charter for the District of Columbia, but provides that the 
charter shall take effect only if it is accepted by the registered qualified electors 
of the District in this referendum. 

“By marking a cross (X) in one of the squares provided below, show whether 
you are for or against the charter. 


() For the charter 
() Against the charter” 


(b) Voting may be by paper ballot or by voting machine. The Board of 
Elections may make such changes in the second paragraph of the charter refer- 
endum ballot as it determines to be necessary to permit the use of voting machines 
if such machines are used. 

(ec) Not later than November 1, 1951, the Charter Referendum Board shall 
mail to each person registered (1) a sample of the charter referendum ballot, 
and (2) information showing the polling place of such person and the date and 
hours of voting. 

(d) Not later than November 8, 1951, the Charter Referendum Board shall 
publish, in daily newspapers of general circulation published in the District of 
Columbia, a list of the polling places and the date and hours of voting. 


METHOD OF VOTING 


Sec. 1905. The applicable provisions of section 1211, with respect to method 
of voting, notwithstanding the fact that such section does not otherwise take 
effect unless the charter is accepted under this title shall govern the conduct of 
voting in the charter referendum, except that for such purpose— 

(1) references therein to the Board of Elections shall be considered to 
apply to the Charter Referendum Board; and 

(2) the Charter Referendum Board shall appoint suitable watchers at 
each polling place. 


ACCEPTANCE OR NONACCEPTANCE OF CHARTER 


Sec. 1906. (a) If a majority of the registered qualified electors voting in the 
charter referendum vote for the charter, the charter shall be considered accepted 
as of the time the Charter Referendum Board certifies the result of the charter 
referendum to the President of the United States, as provided in subsection (b). 

(b) The Charter Referendum Board shall, within a reasonable time, but in 
no event later than December 21, 1951, certify the result of the charter referen- 
dum to the President of the United States and to the Secretary of the Senate 
and the Clerk of the House of Representatives. 


INTERFERENCE WITH REGISTRATION OR VOTING 


Sec. 1907. (a) No one shall interfere with the registration or voting of another 
person except as it may be reasonably necessary in the performance of a duty 
imposed by law. No person performing such a duty shall interfere with the 
registration or voting of another person because of his race, color, sex, or religious 
belief, or his want of property or income. 
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(b) No registered voter shall be required to perform a military duty on the 
day of the charter referendum which would prevent him from voting, except in 
time of war or public danger or unless he is away from the District of Columbia 
in military service. No registered voter may be arrested while voting or going 
to vote except for a breach of the peace then committed or for treason or felony. 


VIOLATIONS 


Sec. 1908. Whoever willfully violates any provision of this title, or of any 
regulation prescribed and published by the Charter Referendum Board under 
authority of this title, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined not more than $500 or imprisoned for not more than six 
months, or both. 


TITLE XX—FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION 
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION 


Sec. 2001. (a) In recognition of the obligation of the Federal Government to 
share equitably in the expense of maintaining the District of Columbia, there is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated (in lieu of the authorization contained 
in article VI of the District of Columbia Revenue Act of 1947), for the fiseal 
year ending June 30, 1954, and for each fiscal year thereafter, as the annual 
payment by the United States toward defraying the expenses of the government 
of the District of Columbia, an amount equal to 20 cents for each dollar of 
revenue which it is estimated will be received by the District (from all sources 
except the United States) during the fiscal year preceding the fiscal year for 
which payment is to be made. Such amount shall be decreased or increased, 
as the case may be, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for each fiscal 
year thereafter, by 20 cents for each dollar by which the estimated revenue for 
the fiscal year ending one year before the beginning of the fiscal year for which 
payment is to be made exceeded or was less than the actual revenue received 
during such fiscal year. 

(b) Out of any amount appropriated under the authorization contained in 
subsection (a) of this section, the sum of $1,000,000 shall be credited to the water 
fund of the District of Columbia, established by law (D. C. Code, 1940 edition, 
title 43, ch. 15), and the remainder shall be credited to the general fund of the 
District of Columbia. 

(c) If the charter is accepted pursuant to title XIX— 

(1) the Director of the Bureau of the Budget shall after June 30 and on 
or before December 31 of each year, beginning with the calendar year 1952, 
certify to the District Manager the amount authorized by subsection (a) 
of this section to be appropriated for the next fiscal year ; 

(2) any amount appropriated under such authorization shall (on or be- 
fore July 31 of the fiscal year for which the payment is made) be paid by 
the Secretary of the Treasury to the Director of the Department of Finance; 
and 

(3) in any fiscal year in which the expenses of the District government 
are less than the amount of revenue received by the District (from all 
sources, including the United States), any amount appropriated shall, to 
the extent of any such surplus, be set aside by the Director of the Depart- 
ment of Finance and shall be used exclusively for the construction, recon- 
struction, repair, and improvement of public schools in the District of 
Columbia. 


The CuHarmman. The reporter, at this point, will enter upon the 
record the declarations relative to home rule for the District of Colum- 
bia contained in the 1948 platforms adopted by the last Democratic 
and Republican national conventions. 

They are as follows: 


DEMOCRATIC 


1948: We favor the extension of the right of suffrage to the people of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 
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REPUBLICAN 
We favor self-government for the residents of the Nation’s Capital, 


The Cuatrman. The 1892 Democratic national platform contained, 
and every subsequently adopted Democratic national platform has 
contained, a plank in favor of home rule for the District of Columbia. 
The 1948 Republican platform contains the home rule plank which 
you have just heard read. 

Every present member of this committee was elected since the Demo- 
cratic and Republican platforms of 1948 were adopted. Therefore 
we all are presumably under more than an ordinary obligation to 
endeavor to translate these platform declarations into reality. Let 
us promptly, courageously, and vigorously discharge the duty which 
has long been neglected and now stares us in the face. 

The first witness on our list is Mr. F. Joseph Donohue, who has 
been nominated by the President for a Commissioner of the District 
of Columbia. Mr. Donohue, will you please proceed. 

Mr. Donouve. Good morning, Senators 


STATEMENT OF F. JOSEPH DONOHUE, NOMINEE FOR 
COMMISSIONER OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Dononve. Senators, I have not had the opportunity to study 
Senate 656, nor the committee report which has been handed to me 
this morning, and which T shall study intensively in the days to come. 
I think I am familiar with the general purposes of this bill, because 
understand it is the bill, or substantially the bill, which was passed 
by the Senate in the last session and which failed by just a small 
number of votes of being reported out for action by the House. 

Speaking as an individual who has been privileged to be born in 
this country and to have lived in this great city for some 32 years, I 
would like very briefly to state four reasons why I am in sympathy 
with, keenly interested in the enactment of this kind of legislation. 

Number one, because it is American, The American herit: age cle- 
pends upon the privilege, and the exercise of that privilege, of self- 
dle ‘termination, the right to vote, and for that basic American reason 
Iam for this bill. 

The CHatrMan. Notwithstanding the fact that if it becomes a law 
you will lose the office for which you have been nominated ¢ 

Mr. Dononvr. Yes, Senator. I have said before, and I repeat it, 
I would think I had done a great public service if I were privileged 
as Commissioner to participate in bringing about home rule for the 
District, and thereby returning to private practice of law, from which 
I came. 

I have a second, and perhaps a more personal reason for supporting 
this kind of legislation. During the election of 1944 I was serving as 
the air combat inte lligence oflicer for a bombardment wing. We were 
located on a small air station in northeastern England and we had 
jurisdiction over four bombardment groups, a sum total, I would 
think, of about 16,000 men. 

As we all know, during that year 1944 there was a national election, 
and it was a part of my responsibility to see that these 16,000 men, 
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or most of them who had the privilege to vote, were given the facilities 
of marking their ballot and forwarding them back to their several 
States for counting. I could not understand why I, too, who was a 
soldier, was not given the same privilege, and perhaps never before 
in my life was the fact that as an American I was denied a privilege 
vranted to all other Americans brought to my attention as fore ibly 
as of that time. 

1 took the opportunity, as | went from bombardment station to sta- 
tion covering all four, and talking to thousands of young soldiers, to 
say to them, “When you go back home if you get the opportunity, 
talk to your Representatives i in Congress and tell them that we Amer- 
icans in Washington, and I among them, are denied a privilege which 

is yours.” 

That is a purely personal reason. In 1948 I read a message which 
was sent to the Congress by the President of the United States. 1 
think it was the President’s message on civil rights. As a part of that 
message, the President of the United States took the certain and posi- 
tive position that you cannot compromise with the American prin- 
ciple, and the American principle is the right to vote, and that 
principle should apply to the people of the District of Columbia as 
it does to the people of all of the United States. 

I endorse, as we lawyers would say, with recourse, the position of 
the President. I will support it as a citizen, and if I should have an 
official position I will support it in that position, because it is the view 
of the President and because it is my view, and I have a fourth and 
final reason for supporting this measure. 

It was my privilege, Senator, as you perhaps know, a year ago this 
day I was still engaged i in the trial in California of an enemy of the 
United States. Harry Bridges, the west coast labor leader—I say 
advisedly the Communist west coast labor leader—was under trial in 
the United States district court in San Francisco for perjury in that 
when he obtained his citizenship he did so by fraud, the fraud con- 
stituting a perjurious answer to a question put to him by the Hon- 
orable Judge Frawley, “Are you now or have you ever been a member 
of the Communist Party,” to which his answer was, “I am not now 
nor have I ever been.” 

In the preparation for that trial and in the progress of that trial I 
learned a very important lesson. I learned that there is in this country 
and there are among us some 60,000 trained-seal, prepared, registered 
Communists. I know, because I learned, that their purpose was to 
oveythrow this Government by force and violence. That personal 
conclusion which I formed has since been confirmed and documented 
by three facts. 

‘First, by the conviction and the sustaining of that conviction by 
the Circuit Court of Appeals of the 10 top members of the hierare hy 
of the Communist Party before Judge Medina. Second, by the opin- 
ion delivered by Justice Jackson on the Sth d: ay of May 1950, in the 
case of CIO vy. Dowds, when he said in substance that the Communist 
Party is a party of an international conspiracy whose purpose is to 
destroy us. 

That opinion was further documented on the 23d day of September 
1950 when the Congress of the United States adopted the Antisubver- 
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sive Act of 1950, and found as a legislative fact just what Mr. Jus- 
tice Jackson had already declared. I hate communism because it 
will destroy us. I hate it because it is a direct threat to our internal 
security. 

Pertinent to this issue, it is my considered opinion that commu- 
nism breeds and grows on social, racial, religious, and political in- 
equities which still exist in this great democracy of ours, and that 
while those inequities continue to exist, communism will always be 
a threat to our security. 

I am as convinced as a man of any principle can be that in order 
to preserve this great country of ours from ieciventinis by the forces 
of communism, we must make this great country of ours a democracy 
for all Americans where there are no differences in the degree of 
citizenship, and so convinced am I of that fact that I believe that this 
kind of measure is a step in that direction. I endorse the bill heartily, 
sir. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Commissioner, you have made a most impres- 
sive statement. I think it will be of great value in this battle to try 
to obtain enfranchisement of the people of the District of Columbia. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask Mr. Donohue a 
question or two. 

Mr. Dononur. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Your testimony is as to the general principle of home 
rule legislation ¢ 

Mr. Dononvr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cask. And not specifically as to the details of this bill? 

Mr. Donouvr. True, sir. I have not had an opportunity to study 
the bill. ; 

Senator Casr. You are familiar with the fact that this deals wholly 
with the organization of the local home government and does not go 
to the participation in voting on Presidential cota 

Mr. Dononvr. Yes, sir. [ think I am briefed, or ] do have knowl- 
edge of the distinction between what we call home rule and national 
representation. 

Senator Case. Yes. Well, the reason I asked that question is be- 
cause you were speaking of your work with the soldiers in the dis- 
trsbutsen and collection of ballots and, of course, for the most part 
that had to do with the election of the President. 

Mr. Dononvr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. One other question. You have spoken of your find- 
ing that there were 60,000 people in this country who were organieed 
to overthrow the Government by force and violence. 

Mr. Dononve. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. In connection with that, and in connection with your 
work on the Bridges case, did you find the necessity for such legisla- 
tion as that act of 1950 to which you referred, the Internal Security 
Act, which made a legislative finding as to the present d: inger of the 
Communist threat? 

Mr. Dononvr. Yes, sir; and I wish that ccm legislative finding 
were in the curriculum of ever y school in Americ 
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Senator Case. And you think that it was necessary for the Con- 

gress to pass legislation of that sort ? 
Mr. Donouve. I do wholeheartedly ; yes, sir. 
Senator Case. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
The Cuatrman. Thank you, Mr. Donohue. 
The next witness is Mr. Vernon West. 
(Discussion off the record.) 


‘STATEMENT OF VERNON E. WEST, CORPORATION COUNSEL OF THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, REPRESENTING THE COMMISSIONERS 
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. West. Mr. Chairman, the Commissioners have prepared and 
filed with the committee a report upon this bill, which I shall be glad to 
read if you desire, or if not, simply leave it. I have nothing to add 
to what the Commissioners have said. 

The Cuatrman. The report will be printed in the record at this 
point. 

(The report referred to follows :) 

FESRUARY 20, 1951 
Hon. MATTHEW M. NEELY, 
Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My DrAr SENATOR NEELY : The commissioners submit herewith their report or 
S. 656, Eighty-second Congress, First session, a bill to provide for home rule 
and reorganization in the District of Columbia. 

The traditional heritage of every American is home rule and local self-govern- 
ment. For this reason, as a matter of principle, we feel that our citizens should 
be given home rule, provided a responsible majority of them want it and pro- 
vided there are adequate safeguards which will conserve the benefits bestowed 
on the city by its present form of government and grant to the citizens the right 
to govern their local affairs without administrative interference from Federal 
agencies and yet will protect the paramount rights of the Federal Government 
in its own capital with respect to Federal matters. We do not believe that home 
rule would add anything to the cleanness, honesty, and freedom from graft 
and corruption of our city government. The example of other American cities 
certainly justifies this belief. 

It is the opinion of the Commissioners that, if true home rule is to be granted 
the District, this bill should not undertake a reorganization of the various 
departments and agencies of the District government to an extent further than 
necessary to be consistent with home rule. The City Council should be given 
broad authority to reorganize the District government in the manner it shall 
deem proper. If other changes later appear to be desirable to the Council, they 
can then be made without resort to legislative proposals. 

Certain provisions of the bill the Commissioners believe should be given special 
consideration by the committee. 

Section 302 (p. 9) prohibits a member of the District Council from holding 
an appointive office for which compensation is provided out of District funds. 
A member of the Council, however, may be an appointive officer or an employee 
of the United States, even an officer or employee of a governmental agency with 
which the District government may have to enter into agreements. He may 
even be an officer or employee of the National Capital Park and Planning Com- 
mission, which will, under the bill, exercise extensive control over the District 
of Columbia government. The question should be carefully considered as to 
whether this is advisable. 

Section 324 (b) (p. 11, lines 11 and 12) provides that “an ordinance (other 
than a zoning ordinance) shall take effect as law upon passage by the District 
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Council.” The question arises as to whether the Council can pass an ordinance 
and postpone the effective date under this provision, since it is expressly provided 
in section 401 (c) (p. 19, lines 21 and 24) that legislative proposals may be made 
operative at a time later than the date on which they would otherwise take 
effect. It is frequently desirable to make ordinances effective only after the 
lapse of a certain time in order that the public may have ample notice of such 
ordinance and time within which to comply therewith. Also, there are many 
statutes in the District giving the Commissioners authority to make regulations 
upon certain subjects but which statutes provide that the regulations shall not 
be effective or enforceable until a fixed time after publication. 

Section 332 (a) (p. 13, line 19) authorizes the District Council to appoint, a 
secretary, but no provision is made for it to appoint an assistant secretary and 
the necessary clerical personnel. 

Section 336 (b) (Cp. 16, line 23) provides that, if the National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission shall certify to the Council that a proposed zoning ordi- 
nance would adversely affect the interests of the Federal Government, such 
ordinance can only take effect if it is passed by the affirmative vote of at least 
two-thirds of the members of the Council then holding office. Such a certificate 
filed with the Council by the National Capital Park and Planning Commission 
would make it extremely difficult for the Council to pass the proposed ordinance 
and yet the property owners affected are given no right of hearing before the 
National Capital Park and Planning Commission. It must be remembered that 
the power to zone property in any particular way is not an absolute power. One’s 
common-law right to use his property as he sees fit, so long as he does not violate 
the rights of others, can only be restricted or limited in the exercise of the police 
power. Zoning can be sustained only where it bears a reasonable relation to 
the public health, safety, or general welfare. Constitutional rights, as the Snu- 
preme Court has so often said, are a matter of degree. The hardship placed upon 
a property owner by a restriction upon the use of his property must be weighed 
against the benefit to others, but if the hardship placed upon the property owner 
is out of all proportion to the benefit to others, the zoning is confiscatory and 
void, To refuse arbitrarily to permit a man to use his property in a certain way 
ngrely because the interests of the Government might be adversely affected 
would violate the prohibition of the Constitution against the taking of property 
without due process of law and the taking of private property for public use 
without just compensation. This subsection also provides that if the zoning 
ordinance is passed it shall take effect on the day following its adoption. Here 
again it may be advisable to postpone the effective date to a later time. 

Section 402 (p. 19, line 5) provides that if a legislative proposal made by the 
District Council is not disapproved by a joint resolution of Congress within 
45 days or by the President within 10 days, the legislative proposal shall become 
law. There is a sharp conflict in legal opinion as to the constitutionality of 
this provision. Even though this provision should be held to be constitutional, 
until the question has actually been decided great uncertainty would exist in 
the District. Assume that a legislative proposal not disapproved should change 
the method prescribed by existing law for executing and acknowledging deeds 
to real estate. Until the constitutionality of the legislative proposal has been 
settled, one purchasing real estate would not know whether he should require 
the deed to be executed and acknowledged according to the present law or the 
law as set forth in the legislative proposal. Also it may be pointed out that 
there is no provision for Congress amending the legislative proposal. If ther 
is any provision in the proposal to which the Congress or the President objects, 
the proposal must be disapproved in toto. Very few bills pass Congress without 
amendment. 

Section 4053 (a) (p. 20, line 14) goes even further with respect to emergency 
legislation and permits a legislative proposal to go into effect immediately upon 
certification of the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives of the necessity for prompt taking effect of the legislative 
proposal. 

Under sections 701 and 702 (p. 31), the District may issue bonds to finance 
capital projects provided a legislative proposal so to do has become law and 
has been approved by a referendum. The amount of such indebtedness can 
equal in the aggregate 5 percent of the assessed value of the taxable real prop- 
erty in the District. This will permit the District to create a bonded indebted- 
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ness of over $83,000,000. Under section 731 (p. 37) the District Council is 
given authority, for the purpose of paying the principal of such bonds and the 
interest thereon, to levy ad valorem taxes without limit of rate or amount on 
all taxable property in the District. The District Council is not given authority 
to levy new taxes or to increase the rates of any taxes now authorized other 
than ad valorem taxes. Thus the real estate and tangible personal property in 
the District are primarily charged with the payment of the bonds. Over 50 
percent of the land in the District is exempt from tax. Thus there would be 
hanging over every real estate owner in the District the threat of a substantial 
increase in his property taxes which might substantially affect property values. 

Section S02 (p. 38, line 16) provides that the Director of the Department of 
Finance shall “compile the correct estimates for the budget” (p. 38, line 19) and 
exercise financial budgetary control over each agency (p. 39, line 1). This is 
inconsistent with section 504 (a) (pp. 27, 28) which transfers the Office of the 
Budget Officer to the District Manager. The Commissioners believe budgetary 
matters should be immediately under the District Manager and not in the De 
partment of Finance. 

Under the provisions of section 831 (pp. 45, 47) the District is required to pay 
60 percent of the estimated expenditures of the District Court of the United 
States for the District of Columbia (the title of which has now been changed to 
the United States District Court for the District of Columbia) ; 30 percent of the 
estimated expenditures of the United States Court of Appeals for the District 
of Columbia (the title of which has been changed to the United States Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit) and 60 percent of the estimated 
expenditures of the Office of the United States District Attorney for the District 
of Columbia and the Office of the United States Marshal for the District of 
Columbia. At the present time, the District receives the same percentage of the 
fees and fines collected by these courts and officers but section 832 (p. 49) pro- 
vides that after June 30, 1951, the District shall receive no portion of such fees 
and fines. 

Under section 908 (a) (p. 52) the functions of the Board of Public Welfare are 
transferred to the Director of the Department of Welfare. This Board under 
existing law is an independent agency, not under the Commissioners except 
for budgetary control. The Board is not abolished by the bill. If all of its 
functions are transferred to the Director it would continue to exist with no 
duties to perform. 

Section 904 (a) (p. 53) transfers all of the functions of the Recreation Beard 
to the Director of the Department of Recreation but does not abolish the Board. 
This Board now exists as an independent agency. With its functions transferred 
to the Director it also would have no duties to perform. The act, however, con- 
templates its continuance since it abolishes the office of the member of the Board 
representing the Board of Commissioners and in his place is substituted a member 
of the National Capital Park and Planning Commission who resides in the 
District. The effect of this change is to give the District government no repre- 
sentative upon the Board, and, on the other hand, increases the representation 
of Federal agencies. 

Section 907 (a) (p. 55) transfers the office of the Recorder of Deeds of the 
District to the Director of the Department of Law. The offices of the Corpora- 
tion Counsel and Assistant Corporation Counsel are abolished, but the office of 
Recorder of Deeds is not. The Recorder of Deeds under existing law is appointed 
by the President and confirmed by the Senate, whereas the Director of the 
Department of Law will be appointed by the District Manager. This will create 
an anomalous situation in having an officer appointed by the President and 
confirmed by the Senate under the direction of one appointed by a lesser author- 
ity, the District Manager. Furthermore we see no reason for placing the office 
of the Recorder of Deeds in the Department of Law. Such an office is purely 
an administrative office. Its duties are such as are usually performed in the 
States by the clerks of the county courts. The Recorder of Deeds is not a law 
officer. The duties of the Director of the Department of Law of a legal nature 
will be sufficiently burdensome to require his full time and attention without 
further placing upon him the responsibility of supervising an administrative 
office which now consists of about 60 employees. The placing of the office of 
the Recorder of Deeds in the Department of Law can hardly result in efficiency 

Section 908 (a) (p. 56, line 7) creates a Department of Public Works and 
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transfers to that Department the functions of many existing departments, in- 
cluding the Department of Highways, except for the functions of the Automobile 
Board. The Commissioners believe that the duties and functions of the Depart- 
ment of Highways are of such magnitude that its efficiency would be impaired 
if combined with other departments under a common director. 

In section 909 (p. 57) the functions of the Board of Library Trustees are 
transferred to the Department of Libraries, but it is still left in existence with 
no duties to perform. 

Section 910 (a) (p. 58) reads as follows: 

The functions— 

(1) of the Minimum Wage and Industrial Safety Board and the District 
Unemployment Compensation Board; and 
(2) transferred to the Board of Education by section 1102 (a), with 
respect to the enforcement and administration of law regulating child labor: 
are hereby transferred to the Director of the Department of Labor. 
This subsection is not clear. Inasmuch as none of the functions of Minimum 
Wage and Industrial Safety Board or the District Unemployment Compensation 
Board are transferred to the Board of Education we assume that what is intended 
is that the functions of the Minimum Wage and Industrial Safety Board and 
the District Unemployment Compensation Board and the functions transferred 
to the Board of Education by section 1102 (a) with respect to the enforcement 
and administration of laws regulating child labor are transferred to the Director 
of the Department of Labor. 

Section 911 (c) (p. 59) provides that the office of the member of the District 
Boxing Commission which is also a member of the Metropolitan Police foree is 
abolished. The Commission strongly recommends that the police member of the 
Commission be retained for the reason that it has been found that undesirable 
characters unfortunately identified with various branches of sport make it a 
point not to apply for licenses in the District of Columbia and the Commission 
feels that this is largely due to a member of the police force being on the 
Commission. 

In section 1002 (f) the salary of each member of the Public Utilities Com- 
mission is fixed at the rate of $7,500 per annum. This salary the Commis- 
sioners believe is far too low to attract the caliber of men required to sit upon 
this Commission. The work is important and takes full time. The present 
salaries are $11,000 per annum, each. 

On page 65, line 15, is a typographical error. The figures “1923” should be 
“1953.” 

Section 1206 (b) (p. 81) fixes the qualifications of voters and requires, with 
respect to residence, either domicile or a place of abode in the District for 
1 year. Whether the right to vote should extend to persons who, though they 
may be residents here, are not domiciled here and who retain a right to vote 
in another jurisdiction, is a highly controversial subject. However, it may be 
pointed out that temporary residents in the District will have a tendency to 
vote for the members of the District Council who promise most in the way of 
immediate public improvements to be financed by bond issues. Such temporary 
residents will not be concerned with the tax burden imposed upon the perma- 
nent residents and upon those who come into the District later, but will be 
concerned primarily with securing public improvements which they may enjoy 
at the present time. The Commissioners are opposed to extending the privilege 
of voting to those who are not domiciled in the District or who retain voting 
privileges elsewhere. 

Section 1207 (a) (p. 82) provides that no person shall be registered as a 
voter unless, among other things, he executes a registration affidavit completed 
in his own handwriting, unless prevented by physical disability. This is appar- 
ently intended to limit voting to those who have received sufficient education 
at least to be able to write, and yet under the bill a totally uneducated person 
with a physical disability is entitled to vote. 

Subsections (d), (e), and (f) of section 1211 (p. 85) set up the procedures 
to be followed where a vote is challenged. They, however, do not set up pro- 
cedures whereby a certain ballot may be identified as the ballot of the person 
challenged and yet preserve the secrecy of the vote. 

Section 1404 (p. 98) contains provisions relating to the Register of Wills and 
provides that the fees and emoluments from such office shall be paid to the 
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office of the Director of the Department of Finance. An act passed in the last 
session of Congress (Public Law 201) transferred the office of the Register of 
Wills from the government of the District of Columbia to the Administrative 
Office of the United States Courts for budgetary and administrative purposes. 

Section 1405 (p. 99) contains provisions relative to the National Capital Park 
and Planning Commission. Attention is invited to the fact that a bill, S. 1931, 
passed the Senate at the last session changing the personnel and powers of 
this Commission. 

In subsection (c) of section 1405 of S. 656, it is provided that the function of 
preparing, developing, and maintaining a comprehensive, consistent, and coor- 
dinated plan for the National Capital and its environs shall be exercised by the 
Commission on behalf of the District government as well as the Federal Govern- 
ment, and no officer or agency of the District may exercise any function in con- 
flict with stich function of the Commission. This subsection also provides that 
the term “comprehensive plan” as used in section 2 of the District of Columbia 
Zoning Act of 1938 shall mean the plan prepared, developed, and maintained by 
the Commission. Section 322 (a) of this bill (p. 10) transfers the functions of 
the Zoning Commission to the District Council. The Zoning Commission, under 
existing law, is authorized to make regulations in accordance with a compre- 
hensive plan but no such regulations may be adopted without a public hearing. 
The effect of subsection (c) of section 1404 of this bill is to require the Zoning 
Committee of the District Council to make its regulations pursuant to the plan 
adopted by the National Capital Park and Planning Commission, but no public 
hearing is required before the Commission; hence the property owners of the 
District will be deprived of the protection which the present Zoning Act affords 
them of being heard on questions affecting the establishment and maintenance 
of a comprehensive plan. It would indeed be strange, if a law, purporting to 
give our citizens greater control over their local government, should place a large 
measure of that control in the hands of a Federal agency which is appointed 
by the President ; which consists principally of nonresidents; and which has not 
the slightest administrative responsibility for the effect of its decisions upon the 
rights of property owners. 

In section 1903 (d) it is again provided, with respect to those who may vote 
in the referendum to determine whether the charter shall be adopted, that a 
person shall not be registered unless he executes a registration affidavit com- 
pleted in his own handwriting unless prevented by physical disability. Here 
again, under this provision, one lacking all education may vote if physically 
disabled. 

Section 2001 (c¢) (p. 118, line 21). nrovides that if. in any fiseal year, the 
expenses of the District are less than the revenue received by the District, such 
excess shall be used exclusively for the construction, repair, and improvement 
of the public schools. Such a provision would invite extravagance, and would 
prevent the District frem laving aside funds for public works (other than schools) 
to be needed in the future. The result would necessarily mean a large bonded 
indebtedness. 

Time has not permitted the ascertainment of advice from the Bureau of the 
Budget as to the relationship of this report to the program of the President. 

Respectfully, 


President, Board of Commissioners, District of Columbia. 


The Cuatrman. Could you briefly tell us what the Commissioners 
say in this lengthy communication about the pending bill? 
Mr. West. I might read the first two paragraphs: 


The traditional heritage of every American is home rule and local self-govern- 
ment. For this reason, as a matter of principle, we feel that our citizens should 
be given home rule, provided a responsible majority of them want it and pro- 
vided there are adequate safeguards which will conserve the benefits bestowed 
on the city by its present form of government and grant to the citizens the right 
to govern their local affairs without administrative interference from Federal 
agencies and yet will protect the paramount rights of the Federal Government 
in its own capital with respect to Federal matters. We do not believe that home 
rule would add anything to the cleanness, honesty, and freedom from graft and 
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corruption of our city government. The example of other American cities cer- 
tainly justifies this belief. 

It is the opinion of the Commissioners that, if true home rule is to be granted 
to the District, this bill should not undertake a reorganization of the various 
departments and agencies of the District government to an extent further than 
necessary to be consistent with home rule. The city council should be given 
broad authority to reorganize the District Government in the manner it shall 
deem proper, If other changes later appear to be desirable to the Council they 
can then be made without resort to legislative proposals. 

The Cuamman. What is their attitude toward this bill?) Are they 
for it or against it, and if they are against it, what modifications do 
they suggest / 

Mr. West. We suggest a number of changes that should be made 
with respect to the provisions of the bill, especially dealing with reor- 

ganization, and they also object to the provision of the bill which 
gives to anyone who is a resident of the District and has been a resi- 
dent for 1 year, the right to vote, even though he may be domiciled in 
another State and retain his right to vote in that other State. 

They feel that the right to vote in the District of Columbia should 
be limited to those persons who are domiciled in the District, with no 
voting privilege elsewhere, but there are a number of objections that 
the Commissioners have to the reorganization provision. 

The Cuatrman. Do they approve any of the provisions of the bill? 

Mr. Wesr. They approve those that we do not specifically mention. 
They point out a number of — 

The Cuarrman. Mr. West, how many paragraphs of the bill do 
they disapprove / 

Mr. West. In section 302, on page 9, they call attention to the fact 
that a member of the District Council cannot hold an appointive oflice 
for which compensation is provided out of District funds, but a mem- 
ber of the District Council may be a Government employee or a Gov- 
ernment official and may even be an oflicial of some branch of the 
Government with which the District is required to enter into agree- 
ments, and even may be an employee of the National Capital Park 
end Planning Commission, which is given very broad power over 
the District in this bill. 

Then they also call attention to the fact—and this is more or less 
technical—that the bill provides that an ordinance other than a zoning 
ordinance shall take effect as law upon passage by the District Council. 
The Commissioners suggest it would be possible to provide in there 
that the Council may provide that the law shall take effect, or the 
ordinance shall take effect at a later date, because that is sometimes 
very desirable in order to give people an opportunity to comply with 
the ordinance. 

In section 332 authority is given the District Council to appoint a 
secretary, but there is no authority given the District Council to ap- 
point an assistant secretary and the necessary clerical personnel. 

Then we point out that in section 336 (b), page 16, the District 
Council, when it adopts a zoning ordinance, must then refer it to the 
National Capital Park and Planning Commission, and if the Na- 
tional Capital Park and Planning Commission certifies that this or- 
dinance is contrary to the Fede: al interest, then the zoning ordinance 
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cannot be enacted unless it is adopted by two-thirds of the District 
Council. 

Now, the District Council consists of 11 persons, 2 of whom are ap- 
pointed by the President. It would therefore be very difficult to 
ne a zoning ordinance if such a certificate is filed by the N ational 

Capital Park and Planning Commission, but the citizens are not 
given an opportunity to appear before the National Capital Park and 
P lanning Commission, and a citizen is certainly entitled to use his 
property as he sees fit under the Constitution, unless in the exercise 
of the police power it would be improper for him to so use that prop- 
erty, but this gives an absolute power of veto, subject to the subse- 
quent passage by two-thirds of the city Council, places this power 
of veto in the National Capital Park and Planning Commission with- 
out giving the citizens of the District an opportunity to be heard 
before that Commission, and merely if they deem that the interests 
of the Federal Government would be adversely affected by that zon- 
ing ordinance. 

Then they point out that in section 402 a legislative proposal by 
the District Council submitted to the Congress becomes law unless 
it is disapproved by a joint resolution of Congress within 45 days or 
by the President within 10 days. There is a conflict in legal opinion 
as to the constitutionality of this provision, that is, whether the Con- 
gress can delegate to a District Council the authority to enact legis- 
lation. 

There is no question, of course, of their power to delegate to the Dis- 
trict Council authority to pass all ordinances of a municipal nature. 
Now, even though this provision be held constitutional, it seems to 
the Commissioners that a great deal of confusion would result from 
the passing of this provision of the statute, because until the con- 
stitutionality had been determined, no one would know whether the 
law had been passed validly or not, and whether they should pro- 
ceed under this legislative proposal of the District Council or under 
the law as it existed prior to that time. 

They also call attention to the fact that under sections 701 and 702 
the amount of the bonded indebtedness may be as great as 5 percent 
of the assessed value of the taxable real property of the District. This 
will permit the District to create a bonded indebtedness of over 
$83.000.000. 

It provides, however, that the District Council must raise the 
money with which to pay this bond issue from ad valorem taxes. They 
are given no authority to levy other taxes or to increase the rates of 
the other taxes. 

Over 50 percent of the land in the District is exempt from tax. 
Therefore, it would necessarily follow that every real-estate owner 
would have hanging over his head a very large increase in his rate 
of taxation which might seriously affect property values in the 
District. 

Now, section 802 provides that the Director of the Department of 
Finance shall “compile the correct estimates for the budget and exer 
cise financial budgetary control over each agency.’ 
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This is inconsistent with section 504 (a), pages 27 and 28, which 
transfers the office of the Budget Officer to the District Manager. The 
Commissioners believe that budgetary matters should be immediately 
under the District Manager and not in the Department of Finance. 
Under this bill it seems to be both places. 

Then, under section 831, pages 45 and 47, the District is required 
to pay 60 percent of the estimated expenditures of the District Court 
of the United States for the District of Columbia, the name of which 
has now been changed to the United States District Court for the 
District of Columbia. Thirty percent of the estimated expenditures 
of the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia. 
the correct title of which is now the United States Court of Appeals 
for the District of Columbia Circuit, and 60 percent of the estimated 
expenditures of the office of the United States District Attorney and 
the office of the United States Marshal for the District of Columbia. 

At the present time the District receives the same percentage of 
the fees and fines collected by these courts and officers, but section 
832 on page 49 provides that after June 30, 1951, the District shall 
receive no portion of such fees and fines. 

Then 903 (a) and 904 (a) make just certain technical objections 
to the abolishing of a board after transferring its functions. 

In section 907 (a) the Office of the Recorder of Deeds of the Dis- 
trict is transferred to the Director of the Department of Law. The 
offices of the Corporation Counsel and Assistant Corporation Counsel 
are abolished, but the office of Recorder of Deeds isnot. The Recorder 
of Deeds is placed under the Director of Law. The Recorder of 
Deeds is an officer appointed by the President and confirmed by the 
Senate. The Director of Law will be appointed by the District 
Manager. 

This will create the anomalous situation of having an officer ap- 
pointed by the President of the United States and confirmed by 
tlre Senate under the direction of one appointed by a lesser authority. 
the District Manager. We see no reason for placing the office of 
the Recorder of Deeds in the Department of Law. It is not a law 
office. It is purely an administrative office. 

The duties of such an office are usually performed bv the clerks of 
the court in the States. It would seem that the Director of the 
Department of Law will have all he can handle in directing the legal 
affairs of the District without undertaking to direct an administra- 
tive office such as the Recorder of Deeds, which has something over 
60 employees. 

Section 908 creates a Department of Public Works and transfers 
to that Department, among other departments in the District, the 
Department of Highways. The Commissioners believe that the work 
of the Highway Department is of such magnitude that it should not 
be combined with other departments wnder a common director, but 
should remain a separate and distinct department. 

Then in section 909 the language is not at all clear. Apparently 
something has been omitted, and we call attention to that fact, but 
make no objection to the intent. 
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The Cuatrman. Mr. West, would it not save time for you to tell 
the committee what provisions of the bill, if any, the Commissioners 
are for? 

Mr. West. They are for this much. They believe 

The Cuairman. Pardon me. Did you prepare this paper? 

Mr. West. Yes; but under the direction of the Commissioners. 

The Cuarrman. What Commissioners acted on it ? 

Mr. Wesr. All three. 

The Cuairman. Did the three Commissioners hold a meeting and 
actually consider the bill or did you exercise the vicarious privilege 
of preparing this vicious attack on it with the confident expectation 
that the Commissioners would promptly approve any condemnation 
of the bill you might proclaim? 

Mr. West. No. They went over the bill themselves. In fact they 
went over it last year because—— 

The Carman. We are not interested in last year, but in the year 
1951. Have the Commissioners to your knowledge considered 8. 656? 

Mr. Wrst. May I go back to last year for a moment ? 

The CuairMan, Certainly. 

Mr. West. Mr. Chairman, if I may say this, the Klein bill in the 
House is word for word the Klein bill which was introduced last year 
in the House, line for line and page for page with this bill. They 
went over the Klein bill very carefully last year and told me what 
to place in this report, which | did. 

Then yesterday at a meeting held at 3 o’clock in Commissioner 
John Russell Young's office at which all the Commissioners were 
present, they then went over the bill in the light of the report that 
they had filed last year, made some changes in ‘the re port, and this is 
the result. 

The CHarmman. You say all three of the Commissioners were 
present ? 

Mr. West. All three of the Commissioners were present. 

The Cuatrman. How much time did they devote to the bill? 

Mr. Wesr. They had read the bill before. 

The CuHarrman. My question was how much time did they devote 
to the bill—and I meant the bill now before us. 

Mr. West. About 1 hour, but they were familiar with the bill, and 
as I say, they had gone over it in much more detail last year, and this 
bill is word for word, as I say, * line for line and page for page with 
the Klein bill. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Mason participated ? 

Mr. West. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Did the Commissioners really discuss the pro- 
visions of the bill yesterday ? 

Mr. West. Yes, sir; they did. 

The Cuarmman. And the report or letter that you have presented, 
you prepared last year? 

Mr. West. Prepared last year, but there were changes made yes- 
terday in this bill. 

The Cuatrman. Is it not a fact that the three Commissioners are 
really against this bill? 
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Mr. West. They are in favor of suffrage for the District of Colum- 
bia if the m: jority of citizens want it, and provided that the regis- 
tered voters consist of those who are domiciled in the District of 
Columbia. 

The Cuarman. And provided I presume that it would not interfere 
with the office holding or employment of any of those who participated 
in preparing or presenting their report ¢ 

Mr. West. No; I do not think they had that.in mind, because as 
far as they were concerned their own thoughts are this would re- 
lieve them of their positions, and as far as Lam concerned I am get- 
ting very close to retirement age, and by the time this goes into effect 
I would be at retir ing age, so the bill would have very little effect upon 
me personally. 

(There was discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Wesr. Mr. Chairman, let me say this. There is very little in 
the comments of the Commissioners that cannot be corrected by amend- 
ment. If you will study them you will find, I think, that they are all 
constructive. 

Now I would like to call attention to one provision. That is in 
section 2001 (c). It provides that if in any fiscal year the expenses of 
the District are less than the revenue received by the District, such 
excess should be used exclusively for the construction, repair, and im- 
provement of the public se -hools. 

It seems to the Commissioners and te me that such a provision would 
invite extravagance and would prevent the District from laying 
aside funds for public works other than schools needed in the future. 
In other words, if the District’s revenues for a certain year were 
$100,000 and the expenditures were $80,000, that $20,000 could not 
be set aside for a nest egg to build bridges or something of that kind 
that might be greatly needed. It has got to be spent on schools. 

The result is that when the c ity counc - finds that for certain appro- 
priations all the schools need that y is a certain amount, they are 
going to spend every cent in order to po vent being required to spend 
more for the schools than is necessary. 

The Cuairman. In my opinion that is one constructive criticism. 
Mr. Wesr. But I think you will find that all the suggestions of the 
Commissioners are constructive, and, as I say, one of their points is 
that they believe it would be better not to undertake by statute all of 
this detail with respect to reorganization, but give to the District 
Council the broad powers to reorganize the District as the Council 
may see fit, and with the right to change that from time to time. I 
think that is more home rule than is provided here, with all of this 
detailed organization set out in the bill. 

Senator Case. Mr. West, what you have just said interests me a 
great deal, because it happens that I have here the draft of a bill which 
I am working on at the present time, and expect to toss into the legis- 
lative mill within the next few days, which seeks to do that, that is, 
it proposes the organization of a council which would be an advisory 
council with responsibility then for going into reorganization of the 
Government. 

It does not presume of itself to make the detailed reorganization of 
the Government, but does provide for the organization of the Council 
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which would work out the details of reorganization as it appeals to 
these Councilmen who would be representative of the city, that changes 
should be made, so I would like to pursue that just a moment. 

One problem that has bothered me always in thinking about home- 
rule legislation or local suffrage or anything of that sort for the 
District of Columbia, is the constitutional problem we have with 
regard to the delegation of legislative powers. 

T noticed that in your comment on this bill that at one point you 
spoke of a proposal to make emergency legislation immediately e ffec- 
tive upon certification by the President of the Senate and the Speaker 
of the House of the necessity for prompt taking effect of the legisiative 
proposal. 

Do you think that a certification by the President of the Senate and 
the Speake r of the House will overcome the constitutional bar to dele- 
gation of legislative powers ¢ 

Mr. West. To me it is extremely doubtful, though of course it 
is a debatable question, but I think it is very doubtful. 

Senator Case. Then with respect to section 402, in which you call 
attention to the fact that no provision is made for Congress to amend 
a legislative proposal, you would agree, or wouldn't you, that Con- 
gress, however, in considering a legislative proposal, might take that 
legislative proposal and embrace it in a bill which would carry addi- 
tional provisions, and in exercise of its legislative function pass the 
legislative proposal with the so-called amendment. 

“Mr. West. There would be no question of that power. 

Senator Case. That is one Congress cannot bind another. If Con- 
gress tomorrow wanted to pass some additions to a legislative propo- 
sal, it certainly could do so. 

ir. Wesr. There would be no question of that. 

Senator Case. With respect to the point that you brought up about 
the possibility that there would be hanging over every real-estate 
owner the threat of a substantial increase in his property taxes which 
might substantially affect property values, how would that differ 
from the present situation? Merely in the authority to create this 
bonded indebtedness ¢ 

Mr. West. That is the reason. You see, at the present time there 
is no authority for the District to borrow money. We have no bonded 
indebtedness. There is some money that has been borrowed from 
the Federal Government, but there is no bonded indebtedness. The 
District is really on a pay-as-you-go basis today. 

Senator Casr. With respect to any proposal for establishing any 
form of home rule, it is possible that a constitutional question would 
arise. Perhaps that is a little broad to put it that way, but any sub- 
stantial home-rule proposal raises the question of possible constitu- 
tionality or unconstitutionality. 

Do you have any constructive suggestions as to how we might meet 
this problem of getting a decision from the court or some test that 
would avoid this no man’s land that you mentioned? You said that 
the citizen would not know under which law he was to proceed. 

Mr. West. The Federal courts have no authority to render ad- 
visory opinions, so, until the controversy has arisen, the matter could 
not be presented to the court. 
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Senator Casge. Then with respect to almost any proposal we have 
that hazard. 

Mr. West. That is true, though of course the Supreme Court has 
said that there was no question of the power of Congress to grant to 
the old legislative eile which was created in 1871, all the powers 
of a municipal nature. 

I do not know whether you are familiar with the language grant- 
ing power to the old legislative assembly under the act of 1871, and 
that says: 

The legislative power of the District shall extend to all rightful subjects of 


legislation within said District consistent with the Constitution of the United 
States and the provisions of this Act, subject nevertheless to all the restrictions 


and limitations imposed upon States by the Tenth Sectien of the First Article- 


of the Constitution of the United States, but all acts of the legislative assembly 
should at all times be subject to repeal or modification by the Congress of the 
United States, and nothing herein should be construed to deprive Congress of 
the power of legislation over’ said District in as ample manner as if this law 
had not been enacted. 

Senator Cask. In other words, that would make the District of 
Columbia essentially a creature of the Congress in the same sense 
that an ordinary municipal corporation is a subdivision of a State 
government. 

Mr. West. That is correct. In the case of Stoutenberg v. Hennick 
(129 U. S., p. 141), the Supreme Court in constructing this pro- 
vision of law which I have just read you said: 

But as the repository of the legislative power of the United States, Congress in 
creating the District of Columbia, a body corporate for municipal purposes, could 
only authorize it to exercise municipal powers, and this is all that Congress 
attempted to do. 

Senator Case. With respect to this meeting yesterday at which the 
Commissioners went over this, did you mean that all of the Commis- 
sioners were present yesterday ¢ 

Mr. West. All three Commissioners were present. 

Senator Case. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrmMan. That is all. Thank you. 

(There was discussion off the record.) 

The Cuatrman, Mr, Philip Graham, publisher of the Washington 
Post, will you please proceed ? 


STATEMENT OF PHILIP GRAHAM, PUBLISHER, 
WASHINGTON POST 


Mr. Granam. I am Philip Graham, publisher of the Washington 
Post. While I have not read with a microscope Senate 656, for 5 years 
I have been more or less preoccupied with the subject, and I would 
just like to talk about it in general terms, but I would be very ungra- 
cious if I failed to say how refreshing it was to hear the testimony of 
Commissioner Designate Jiggs Donohue, which I must say struck a 
note in these hearings to hear anybody about to assume the mantle so 
willing to throw it off if he could work himself out of a job, and I 
thought it was fine and stirring testimony, and I think it will be chal- 
lenging to our town. 
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The CuarrMan. Do you not think it is also a manifestation of in- 
terest in the District of Columbia that the Commissioners have wholly 
failed to demonstrate in the past? Of course you do not have to 
answer that blunt question. 

Mr. Grauam. Well, I was training for diplomacy when I said it 
was refreshing, Senator. 

I think the colloquy prior to my testimony indicated the deep bi- 
partisan support of this measure. I might point out that in my 
opinion it ought to be passed if for no other reason than it is one of 
the very few legislative proposals which are enthusiastically sup- 
ported by both President Truman and Senator Taft, and, at a time 
when we are talking about more unity, this seems to me to be a very 
easy way to get a little unity. 

1 think there are two basic reasons, to put it briefly, why this home 
rule is so important for the District of Columbia. One is a local 
thing, it affects us, and one is a national factor that affects those other 
Americans who have the right to vote. 

The CHARMAN. Do you not think that it also has international 
consequences / 

Mr. Granam. Yes, sir; I do. Now the first basic reason, Senator, 
that hits me is this. Approximatley 1 out of every 200 Americans 
live in the District of Columbia, and yet though we talk about our 
democracy and building at the grass roots of home government and 
so on, yet those 1 out of every 200 Americans are denied that primary 
right of local suffrage, participation in their own grass-roots affairs, 
the schools, roads, sewers, zoning, and so on and so “forth. 

The second reason is that the growing complexity of the world— 
this is a national reason—brings to you gentlemen in both Houses of 
the Congress more and more jobs of more and more difficulty and 
more and more onerous duties, and the original Congressional Re- 
organization Act pointed that out in urging ‘that home rule be given 
to the District of Columbia. 

The laborious and bipartisan study made by the Hoover Commis- 
sion again pointed to this w: astefulness of your talents in asking you to 
act ad interim as city councilmen and pass ordinances about the 
weight of rockfish or moving a couple of stone pillars or whether 
goats can graze on the lawn and so on. 

And thirdly, if 1 may steal from you, I think there is an inter- 
national reason. I think that wherever we have a little vacuum of 
lack of full citizenship in the competition that we are carrying on 
in the most dreadful tyranny that history has ever known, it is up to 
us to tidy that up. 1 think in the international scene 1 would like 
to say this, and then I will close and live up to my threat of brevity. 

I read recently that the British E cmpire had extended the right of 
suffrage, home rule, to some primitive tribes in West Africa, ‘whom 
they got to the voting booth by beating the tom-tom. I would like to 
assure you gentlemen that we are a little more advanced than that, 
und we would welcome equal treatment. 

1 think that is about all, sir. 

(There was discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Granam. | agree with you that more civic interest is always 
better, but I think some of these arguments about lack of interest are 
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a little specious. We have had two referenda here run I believe under 
the general auspices of the Board of Trade, which has not been the 
most notable enthusiast for the proposal of home rule, and both of 
them, if you compare the voting records with that in places where 
people are used to voting and have machines and people that drive 
in cars and take people to the precinets and so, in both of them the 
people are overwhelmingly for this, and showed a remarkable interest, 
considering the lack of any heat being used in going to the polling 
places, and the lack of formality with which the thing was run. 

Secondly, we on our newspaper in 1946 and 1947 had some very care- 
ful public opinion samples done here. Our consultants were three of 
the best sociologists in the Government, the people that carry on the 
Federal Reserve consumer saving habits and so on, to check our 
methods, and in every instance we found overwhelming support for it. 

I think in the first place this is a predominantly white-collar town. 
The people may not have some of the good old enthusiasm of some 
rousing political meetings I have been to in other areas, and they 
just are not used to it, and I think it is just their kind of idea of good 
demeanor, rather than any lack of interest, that keeps them from 
running up and down the hall and raising a lot of Cain. 

Senator Casz. Mr. Graham, were you out at Uline Arena on the 
Sth of February at the Lincoln Day Dinner? 

Mr. Grauam. No, sir; I was not. 

Senator Case. You should have been there. You would have seen 
a real demonstration of political enthusiasm in Washington. 

Mr. Grauam. Yes,sir. Well, I think it was a very fine one. 1 saw 
the pictures and read about it. 

‘The Carman. Since you missed that one, you are invited to attend 
the Jefferson-Jackson Day Dinner in April. 

Mr. Grauam. I think his price is a lot better though. [Laughter. ] 

The Cuarman. We shall have so much real enthusiasm and so 
much real entertainment that you will consider the $100 admission 
fee the bargain price of a lifetime. 

Senator Smita. May I ask you, Mr. Graham, the other day I made 
inquiry as to what number of people now vote in the District. As I 
understand it there are two ways they might vote. One is a lot of 
people go back home and vote who are here on Government business, 
and a great many others send in absentee ballots. 

Somebody handed me—not the person who is testifying, but some- 
one else handed me—a slip of paper and said there were about 150,000 
Democrats and 70,000 Republicans who voted by absentee ballot, which 
seemed to me quite large. 

I was surprised, and then I was wondering how many people went 
back te vote, because I know a great many people do go back to North 
Carolina from here, but we are not very far away of course. Do you 
liave any figures on that? I was just interested in seeing what propor- 
tion of the District people vote compared to people in the other States 
where they have the right to vote right at hei 

Mr. Granam. These are now what I-would call hard facts. I was 
rereading the hearings that were held in 1949, last night, and a couple 
of people there talked about 200,000 absentee voters. We once did a 
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poll in about 1947, in which we asked people how many of them were 
registered and how many actually voted, and got a count that was 
much smaller than that. I forget the actual percent, but I think 
there is some element of self-interest in saying that “I voted absentee.” 
As you know, sir, everybody in North Carolina voted for you, after 
you got in, and the same for every other Senator here, and I think 
people do not want to minimize how many are turning out here, 
but I think it is substantially less than that, but that is a guess. 
Senator Smirn. It struck me that probably it would be less, but 
] was interested in seeing it. 
Now in our State we have got something over 4,000,000 population, 
and we voted in a joint election about 550,000, I should say. Now 
I was wondering proportionately how many people in the District 
did or did not vote, getting to the point whether they really wanted 
to vote or not. 
Mr. Granam. I think that has another point of relevancy, if I may 
say so, sir, and that is that this bill, which after all is just voting 
for the city council—we cannot have anything more than that—also 
provides that if I live in Raleigh and am up here for a long time, 
I can vote for the city council here and I can go back to Rale igh and 
vote in the national elections, and I think somebody this morning 
questioned the wisdom of that. 
A bunch of us have studied that angle quite a bit over the years, 
end I am profoundly for it for a variety of reasons. The main one 
is that there is no finer group of stable and literate and interested 
people in your community than many of the civil servants who have 
been here for years, come under the quota system, under the Civil 
Service quota System and intend to go back to Raleigh or I adhe 
or Wichita Falls or what have you when they are 65, 
Yet they live here, they may educate their children, may have the 
deepest civic and cultural interests in our city, and I think they would 
make a marvelous addition to the electorate, and that you might have 
some sort of an unbalanced and half-representative electorate without 
them. 
It has been tried I understand out in a little town in Maryland. 
I think the reason they tried it is because without it there would not 
have been a whole lot of people to vote, and they found it workable. 
Senator Smiru. In other words, if you are going to give the people 
who really live here most of the time a chance to express themselves, 
you have got to have that sort of an arrangement / 
Mr. Granta. It seems to me so, sir. I think 38 States, probably 
more now, the attorneys general have written that there is no doubt 
about its constitutionality as far as their States are concerned. 
Senator Smirxn. It would not disenfranchise them in their own 
State ? 
Mr. Granam. It was 38 at the last count, the last count which I 
remember, and a is probably a year or two ago. It is more than that 
now I would sa 
The C ante Anything further, Senator? 
Senator Smrru. I believe that is all. 
The Cuatrman. Mr. Graham? 
Mr. Granam. That is all, sir. 
81450—51——5 
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The Cuarrman. We are glad to have had you, sir. 

Mr. Grauam. Thank you very much. 

The Carman. Mr. Richard Freedman, representing the Wash- 
ington Home Rule Committee, please come forward. 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD FREEDMAN, REPRESENTING THE 
WASHINGTON HOME RULE COMMITTEE 


Mr. Freepman. Mr. Chairman, my name is Richard Freedman. I 
live at 5033 V Street NW., and I am appearing before you as a rep- 
resentative of the Washington Home Rule Committee. 

I do not have any prepared statement, but I would like to make, if 
I may with your permission, a couple of points respecting this bill, S. 
656. The first point I would like to make, sir, is that over a period of 
3 years the group which I am representing here, the Washington Home 
Rule Committee, made up of citizens of the District of a great variety 
of interests, has been concerned primarily with home rule. 

They have been anxious to be of any assistance they could to con- 
gressional committees, and they are particularly anxious that I ex- 
press to you their appreciation for your leadership in this movement 
and for your interest in and concern for the welfare of the residents 
of the District, and I am very glad to be able to do so. 

Two points which I would like to make very briefly here are, one, 
the fact that in this town we citizens are very strongly of the view that 
we should have the opportunity to participate in responsibilities of 
citizenship. That is the point that has been brought out here fre- 
quently this morning. It is one we feel cannot be overstressed. We 
feel that our anxiousness to assume responsibilities of citizenship is 
really the heart of democracy, and it is the thing that we are working 
for. 

The other point that our group is particularly concerned with trying 
to work for is the problem of relieving the Congress of the burden of 
the detailed minutiae of District government. If any legislation can 
be passed that can accomplish that, we believe it would be a boon to 
you gentlemen, and we believe that this bill does provide for that. 

We are familiar with this bill, and members of our group have 
worked in the drawing up of previous legislation which preceded this. 
We have asked eminent legal counsel’s views on a great many of the 
substituted points in this legislation. : 

I am not myself a lawyer, sir, so I will not attempt to address myself 
to the details of legislative provisions of this bill, but simply to 
express to you the feeling of our group that if there is any way in 
which we can be of help either in the legislative aspects of this pro- 
posal or in the general problem of attempting to get the home rule 
for the District and for the residents of the District, we are anxious 
to cooperate and be of any assistance we can in that regard, and I 
think that while our group itself is small, it is representative of many 
varieties of occupations represented in our membership. ; 

I believe, sir, that we represent in effect a far wider group of people 
here in the District who perhaps may appear to be apathetic at times 
on the subject of home rule, but who are actually deeply concerned 
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and are unable to make their appearance here, and their interest in 
home rule apparent, through the fact that over a period of several 
years they feel that no matter what interest they may show, it 1s not 
possible for them to obtain home rule. 

I might say that their fears on that score, of course, do not arise 
from any activities of your committee here. We feel that you are 
the great friend of the people of the District in this movement. 

I will be very glad to answer any questions. 

The Cuairman. Fortunately, many Members of the Senate and the 
House are loyal friends of the District and also of the bill. Have you 
any questions, Senator Smith ? 

Senator Smrru. I think not. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much Mr. Freedman. 

Mr. FreepMan. Thank you, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Melvin D. Hildreth, national Democratic 
committeeman for the District of Columbia, is recognized. 


STATEMENT OF MELVIN D. HILDRETH, NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC 
COMMITTEEMAN FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Huprern. Mr. Chairman, I am the Democratic national com- 
mitteeman for the District of Columbia, and I have been a resident 
of the District for more than 30 years. 

It was with particular pride, Mr. Chairman, that I heard a few 
moments ago your reference to the historic position of our party on 
this very vital issue, and I recall that you referred to the platform 
of 1892. 

In 1892 the Democratic platform came out wholeheartedly for home 
rule. That was under the leadership of Cleveland and Stevenson, 
and that was repeated in 1896, and then we find it repeated in subse- 
quent platforms, continuing down through more than half a century, 
until 1942, 1944, and 1948. 

That I think is significant because I think that the convention does 
represent a mass membership of the party, and when the convention 
for more than half a century takes that position, I think that it is 
significant as far as the historic attitude of our party is concerned. 
However, this is a nonpartisan bill. 

This represents the views of both Republicans and Democrats in 
our Congress, and I hope and I believe that I will be followed by 
representatives of the Republican Party who will urge united support 
for this measure, because it does represent the views, not only the his- 
toric views of the Democratic Party but also the platform views of the 
Republican Party as expressed in their last platform, and certainly 
there are those of us on the outside who might be termed as party 
workers, that is the volunteer worker without which no party can 
succeed. We believe that from our point of view the party platforms 
do represent a party pledge which is a party promise and should be so 
regarded. 

I feel that there are many here who are going to discuss the details 
of the bill, and my appearance here as national committeeman is 
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simply to refer to the historic attitude of our party, and perhaps we 
can recall one instance which I think is significant, which is a Re- 
publican incident. That took place on August 97, 1858, when Mr. 
Douglas challenged C ongressman Lincoln and demanded that he state 
what he would do in regard to the abolition of slavery in the District 
of Columbia. 

Congressman Lincoln replied that while he thought that Congress 
had all authority to abolish slavery in the District of Columbia, that 
he would refer the matter to the qualified registered voters of the 
District of Columbia to consider that problem. 

I think that is significant because Abraham Lincoln at that time 
recognized the authority and the power of the voters of the District 
of Columbia, and while it was unfortunate that it took a very bitter 
war to solve that problem, I have often wondered if it perhaps could 
not have been solved if it had been submitted peacefully to the voters 
of the District of Columbia. 

As you recall, it was after that incident that the vote was taken 
away from the people of the District of Columbia, and I do not know 
whether or not the question of the attitude of the Northern States and 
the Southern States in reference to the abolition of slavery had any- 
thing to do with it, but certainly it did follow that the vote was taken 
away from our people, but this has been a never-ending struggle. 

This has been a vital struggle, and like most vital causes, it never 
will end until it ends with the solution that we all hope to see in our 
lifetime. If we do not, we know that our children will carry it on, 
because many of those who have passed on have been active workers 
for this cause, and yet the cause has been so firm, so solid, so wonder- 
ful in its conception that those who have come on in subsequent gener- 
ations have not given up the hope that we will yet win. 

We do think, Mr. Chairman, that your reference to the interna- 
tional situation is of the utmost significance, because some of us, while 
we are in hearty accord with many who regard with a great deal of 
sorrow the abolition of suffrage in Czechoslovakia, in Latvia, Estonia, 
and in Poland and the other countries behind the iron curtain, we 
sincerely believe that it would probably be with much better grace 
if we could say that in the Capital of these United States, especially 
in this one hundred and fiftieth year of the continuity of the demo- 
cratic system, if it could be said that our people in this capital were 
restored the right to vote, just as we hope it will be restored in the 
countries behind the iron curtain. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. [Applause. | 

Senator Smrru. May I ask a question. I am new on this commit- 
tee and new here in Congress, so 1 am just asking for information. If 
everybody has been for this bill, why has it not been passed? Now 
I want the practical aspects. 

I do not think that, for example, behind the iron curtain they are 
going to know what we are doing here in the District, but IT am con- 
cerned with the 1 ight of the people in the District who pay taxes and 
who live here, to have local self-government so far as they are con- 
cerned. Now what is the reason that it has not been passed? Both 
parties have gone on record for it, and it has been here year after 
year. Why has it not been passed? Can you tell me very briefly ? 
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Mr. Huprern. I think the answer is that the Congress has not 
been permitted to vote on it. Whenever Congress has had the right 
to vote upon this bill, it has. ; 

It passed the Senate overwhelmingly, but the House never has had 
the right, it never has been granted the right to express its opinion 
one way or another, and even though a considerable number of Con- 
gressmen signed a petition and asked that the bill reach the floor, they 
were denied that privilege. 

Senator Smrru. It could not be if a sufficient number signed, could 
it ¢ 

Mr. Hinpretru. All but 13, I think, signed the bill. 

Senator Smirn. It sounds to me like they ought to go on the House 
side, Mr. Chairman, and work on them. I was interested in the real 
reasons back of it, why the House has not passed on it. 

Mr. Huworern. We do not understand why the House has not been 
permitted to vote on it. We certainly have struggled and many Mem- 
bers of the House have asked that it be brought to the floor, but it 
has never been released so that the Members of the House could vote 
on it. 

May I add one other pomt. Mr. Chairman, I think you asked a 
few minutes ago about the number of people voting by absentee bal- 
jot. At the headquarters of our committee in the last election we sent 
cut more than 130,000 absentee voters’ ballots. Those were applied 
for in person. Sometimes the line of voters went clear around the 
corner and down the block. 

Of the 130,000 ballots that were sent out from our headquarters, 
more than 7,000 went to the State of Ohio. Out of some 2,000,000 
votes cast in the State of Ohio, President Truman carried the State 
by about 7,000, and, therefore, it was with considerable pride that we 
felt that the voteless District of Columbia had sent out to the State 
of Ohio from our headquarters where our personnel could not vote, 
enough votes to carry the State of Ohio for President Truman. 

Senator Smiru. Now if that is correct, then if you had not done 
that, if they had to vote here, the President would have lost Ohio. 

Mr. Hitprern. No, sir, because this bill provides you can vote here 
as well as in Ohio. 

The Cuarrman. Thank vou very much, Mr. Hildreth. 

Mr. William Fadler representing the Democratic Club of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia will please proceed. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM FADLER, REPRESENTING THE DEMO- 
CRATIC CLUB OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Fapver. Mr. Chairman, my name is William Fadler, Jr. I am 
an attorney in the District of Columbia and executive vice president 
of the Democratic Club of the District of Columbia, and a member of 
the Young Democrats of the District of Columbia. 

It is a pleasure, Mr. Chairman, to speak in favor of the home rule 
before your committee, on behalf of the Democratic Club of the 
District, as a member of the Young Democratic Club of the District 
of Columbia. For the first time in many years both of these organi- 
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zation feel that the long-sought-after right of suffrage to the Dis- 
trict is close at hand. 

Home rule for the District is in both major parties’ platforms, and 
as you know, Mr. Chairman, we regard our platform as a contract 
with the people of the United States sand not merely a piece of paper 
to be kept at will. Home rule for the District is a nonpartisan meas- 
ure. It has been endorsed by almost all of the civic, political, and 
business organizations of the District. It is an American right and 
heritage inalienable under our concept of free democratic govern- 
ment. 

Governments, Mr. Chairman, derive their just power from the con- 
sent of the governed. Governments are by and for the people, not 
people by and for government, as we find in the District. 

This District contains 860,000, more American citizens than any one 
of the States of Arizona, Delaware, Idaho, Rhode Island, South 
Dakota, Vermont, Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Mexico, 
North Dakota, Utah, or Wyoming, and even after substracting the 
215,000 Federal employees resident here. 

It is irreconcilable to spend millions of these people’s dollars for 
Federal taxes and thousands of these boys’ lives through military 
service, to insure the ballot box to Asiatics and Europeans, and deny 
this safeguard of freedom to them. These people here, Mr. Chairman, 
are too well mannered and have too much respect for their Govern- 
ment to revolt against this intolerable condition. It would appear 
this great Gover nment should have the equal respect for these people, 
espec cially when they make such a great contribution to the function 
and support of this Government. 

More than 11 States in population, more than 14 other States in 
military service, and more than 25 States in Federal taxes. It is 
granted that it would be easier to rule people when they cannot vote 
or choose their own officials, or if they could vote to place only one 
name on the ballot, or submit only one name for them to approve, but 
that is not the kind of people we are, and that is not the kind of gov- 
ernment that we are supposed to have. 

Mr. Chairman, if the Senate will pass this bill again as they did 
in the Eighty-first Congress, I am certain that the Democratic Club 
of the District and the Y oung Democrats will show you that the peo- 
ple of the District are for this measure and demand this measure and 
will wage a vigorous campaign to secure its passage in the House, and 
I can almost assure you and I will assure you that we will have 
public demonstrations in favor of this bill this time. 

I know that you will do all in your power to help us in our efforts 
to regain our lost ballot box and restore a government by and for 
the people of the District of Columbia. 

The CuatrrMan. Senator Smith, have you any questions? 

Senator Smrru. No. I believe I did hear you say it would be easier 
to control people when they did not have a chance to vote, did you not ? 
I think you said that. 

Mr. Fapuer. It has been so, I think. 

Senator Smrru. Do you reckon that is the reason some folks want 
to draft 18-year-olds, because they cannot vote? 
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Mr. Fapter. I am in the military service myself, Senator. 

The CHarrman. Past 18? 

Mr. Fapuer. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much Mr. Fadler. 

Mr. A. L. Wheeler, representing the Democratic Central Committee. 

( No response.) 

The Cuatrman. Mrs. Donald Beatty, representing the District of 
Columbia League of Women Voters. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. DONALD BEATTY, REPRESENTING THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS 


Mrs. Bearry. I am Mrs. Donald Beatty, 4105 Bailey Street, NW., 
president of the District League of Women Voters, and I would like 
to begin this statement by saying there is no president of any other 
membership organization who speaks with more authority than I 
do this morning, because our members have studied the contents of 
the bill last year, and we know from the expressions from our mem- 
bers that they want this statement given this morning. 

I want to say first of all—and this comes from our board yester- 
day—that we are grateful for the prompt hearings that have been 

called, because we think this will speed it to the House quickly, and 
we want speed this year 

Our stand on this bill is well known. We do not bring anything 
original this morning at all. We are for this bill, but we have 
developed over the years a missionary zeal, and in fact last year 
reached the place where we thought we had even found a text that 
we could use, and this is it: “I am a man of Tarsus, a citizen of no 
mean city, and demand to be heard.” 

We are going to use that text this yea No time by the league is 
needed for the preparation of home- vale testimony. It is hardly 
necessary before this subcommittee or for the record that the League 
of Women Voters of the District present its conviction as to the 
essential rightness of the bill presently under consideration. In the 
past we have spelled out the arguments in favor of the bill, and it 
would be repetitious and time-consuming for the committee to hear 
all these again, although we could provide a special new bound copy 
of those arguments. 

We have for the 30 years of our existence, and we do now support 
fully the principle that the people of Washington should be given 
the opportunities and the responsibilities of voting citizens. V ery 
simply, we believe in democracy. The central concept of democ- 
racy 1s participation. 

We believe in self-rule through duly elected representatives of the 
people. We have a record of the deep concern not only for the prin- 
ciple but for the practice of democracy. We are an organization 
whose sole purpose is to promote citizen responsibility. Lacking a 
vote, this has been no mean task in the District League. 

We have done the best we could in the abstract as it were, and in 
addition, womanlike, we have kept at the daily housekeeping chores 
of working for better schools, greater welfare programs and decent 
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housing, but as we testified last Friday when Mrs. Tobias was here, 
most. of the problems we see facing the District revolve around the 
one big alii m of home rule, and while it may have looked at times 
that we were spending too much time on housekeeping chores and 
neglecting this one cause of home rule, we do know that working at 
those causes and finding what the problems were, in finding answers 
for them has taught us that only through home rule can these be 
solved. 

Now there is just one new emphasis regarding the league’s con- 
victions that we want to add to our past record, and with this I close. 
During the past 6 years, in fact in about 1945, the league became 
more and — aware of the fagt that a community education job was 
needed as far as home rule was concerned, and we have had very good 
practice and good results in the last 6 vears. 

Last yea ‘alone we had 60 meetings in 15 neighborhoods in the 
District on the subject of District government. We feel we have a 
much better informed membership. Last year we raised funds over 
and above a budget that we thought could not be raised, to assist in 
the financing of a home-rule campaign. 

We sold home-rule buttons, bought them for people if they would 
not buy them, even enrolled citizens for home rule, sent citizens well 
trained to clubs, churches, schools, and citizens’ meetings, we published 
and distributed home-rule material, and together with our national 
office carried on a national campaign with other leagues who joined 
us in the fight, and now we know we have made converts. Many of 
them have been here in the room this morning. 

We are saying for the record that we are better prepared than we 
have ever been to enlarge our efforts at once. We place the matter 
of home rule for the District first on our list of concerns for the year. 
It will be the first until we get it, and if we have to drop everything 
else to do it. 

We were born 30 years ago out of the women’s suffrage struggle 
and the determination of those women to use the vote wisely, Now 
while it was a minority of women who were -vocal and campaigned, 
just as it appears now that it is a minority who are vocal and articu- 
late in the District who ask for the vote, lack of experience in citizen- 
ship responsibility we believe may have been the reason in both cases, 
but to have withheld the vote for that reason, to have withheld the 
vote until the majority loudly demanded it would have been we think 
a tragic failure of democracy. 

We do not withdraw the voting privilege for all in any community 
With a certain percentage who do not use the privilege. We urge 
speedy passage of S. 656 so we can get on with the major job. Un- 
like Mr. Donohue, we do not want to get out of a job. We are ready 
to do the major job of the league, which is getting District citizens 
to use their vote. 

The CuatrMan. Thank you very much, Mrs. Beatty. [Applause.] 
If Iam ever sued, I hope I can induce you to defend me. 

Senator Smirn. Mr. Chairman, I have got another appointment 
and I just want to say that since there is no opposition to this bill, it 
seems to me like most of these folks come out of admiration for the 
chairman of this committee. [Applause. | 
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The Cuamman. I think, ladies and gentlemen, the explanation is 
that you have found out that a younger ‘and handsomer man, Senator 
Smith of North Carolina, was going to sit with the chairman this 
morning. 

Senator Smirn. You know one of my kinsmen was in that first 
group of suffragists that marched up and down with those banners 
about 30 years ago. Iam sorry I have got to leave. 

The Cuatrman. Mrs. Harriman, will you please come forward ? 


STATEMENT OF MRS. J. BORDEN HARRIMAN, DEMOCRATIC COM- 
MITTEEWOMAN FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mrs. Harrtman. All I have to say is that of course I am for home 
rule for the District, and that I think it is horribly embarrassing 
that our Capital City is so uncivilized that so many of us have not got 
the vote. I just agree with what everybody has said undoubtedly on 
this side. 

The Cuatrman. Mrs. Harriman, we are glad to have heard you, 
and thank you for what you have said. 

Mrs. Harriman. I would like to have been prepared to say some- 
thing, but more than that I do not think I could say. 

The Cuarrman. I assume that you are speaking both as an indi- 
vidual and as the Democratic National Committeewoman for the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. Woolsey Hall, representing the Central Northwest Citizens’ 
Association, will please proceed. 


STATEMENT OF WOOLSEY HALL, REPRESENTING THE CENTRAL 
NORTHWEST CITIZENS’ ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Haru. My name is Woolsey Hall. I am representing the Cen- 
tral Northwest Citizens’ Association. We are in favor of the passage 
by the Senate and the House of Senate bill 656. 

The Central Northwest Citizens’ Association is profoundly grateful 
to United States Senator Matthew M. Neely for the great service he 
is rendering the community by his constant and continuing efforts to 
bring home to the heart and hearth of every resident of the District 
of Columbia the blessing of good government and full and unabridged 
citizenship of the most approved United States pattern. The associa- 
tion is grateful, likewise, to United States Senator Estes Kefauver 
and his senatorial cosponsors for the reintroduction in this EKighty- 
second Congress of the home rule bill which was passed by the Senate 
in the Eighty-first Congress. 

The Central Northwest Citizens Association urges favorable action 
by the Senate Committee on the District of Columbia on Senate bill 
656. A hurried study of the bill reveals that some improvements 
could be made, and the association regards them as pertinent to this 
oon gracious consideration. 

A mere change of wording is suggested on page 28 where refer- 
ence is made to “the Bureau of Federal Supply, in the Department 
of the Treasury.” That Bureau was taken from the Treasury July 1, 
1949, 
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2. On page 55, Office of the Recorder of Deeds. Our association 
feels that this office should be left independent and should not be made 
a subsidiary of the proposed Department of Law. Such independent 
status, it is believed, is the pattern to be found in most comparable 
communities in the United States. The office of land records very 
seldom is found to be a subsidiary of the city or county attorney’s 
office as is here proposed. Also, it should be borne in mind that there 
is a quasi-Federal pattern here in our community, where 51 percent 
of the land is in Federal ownership. 

3. 5. 656 clothes the proposed District Manager with greater inde- 
pendent power in some instances than is enjoyed by the President of 
the United States. He can create and he can destroy, without let or 
hindrance, and inasmuch as he is almost sure to be a nonresident the 
very essence of home rule is in grave danger there. On page 28 he is 
clothed with the power to reorganize or abolish or create agencies or 
offices. On page 50 the bill creates 12 executive departments with each 
such department headed by a director appointed by and to serve at 
the pleasure of the District Manager. Then these departmental di- 
rectors can create and can destroy with the approval of the District 
Manager. We submit that these major appointments and changes 
should be subject to the approval of the District Council, the elected 
representatives of the people of the community. 

4. We have always felt 1t desirable to have our choices of our repre- 
sentatives indicated not by voting at large, but by area constituent 
selection by precincts or wards. 

5. Finally, we urge a longer term of residence for candidates for 
election to the District Council—certainly 3 years of continuous bodily 
residence, with some limitation on the eligibility of occupants of 
higher appointive positions under the Federal Government. 

Thank you very much, Senator, and I would be glad to answer any 
questions if you have any. We have made a very careful study. 

The CuatrMan. We are very much obliged to you for your testi- 
mony, Mr. Hall. 

_Mr. Leon A. Thompson, representing the Federation of Civic Asso- 
clations. 


STATEMENT OF LEON A. THOMPSON, PRESIDENT OF THE FEDERA- 
TION OF CIVIC ASSOCIATIONS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
INC. 


Mr. Tompson. Mr. Chairman, my name is Leon A. Thompson, 
president of the Federation of Civic Associations of the District of 
Columbia, Inc. I live at 3403 Fifteenth Street SE., Washington, 
D. C., and am also a bona fide voter in the State of New York at 580 
St. Nicholas Avenue. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank this committee for its prompt and 
speedy action in calling for these hearings on the home rule for the 
District of Columbia. I think I would be safe in saying that the 
people of the District of Columbia thank you too, because the search 
for _ opportunity to govern themselves has been a long and arduous 
travail. 
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Whereas we are cognizant that the proposed bill No. S. 656 is by 
no means a perfect one, and would not meet the approval of some, 
we do think however it is a step in the right direction. The proposed 
bill has many features of which we ourselves disapprove, but for the 
sake of speeding its commitment for action by the Congress, we shall 
approve it on its appearance and in principle. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Kenneth Adams, representing the Young Republicans Club of 
the District of Columbia will please proceed. 


STATEMENT OF KENNETH ADAMS, PRESIDENT OF THE YOUNG 
REPUBLICANS CLUB OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Apams. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, before 
I read this statement I would like to give you a little background on 
how controversial this issue has been with our club. We considered 
it off and on in smaller groups for over 2 years. The original Auchin- 
closs plan and recent Kefauver-Taft bill was considered, and last 
night at our regular meeting when I announced that I was coming 
here this morning to make this statement, it stirred up quite a bit of 
difficulty, so eventually we had to take a vote on whether I would be 
allowed to come down here and make this statement, which some of 
them felt included some of my personal feelings, and finally the vote 
won out and I am allowed to aie the statement. 

The Cuamman. Would you care to tell us by what majority / 

Mr. Apams. Yes, 13 to 4, so I would like to read this now if I may. 

Our membership includes over 400 young people, who subscribe 
to the principles of the Republican Party, and who are vitally inter- 
ested in the affairs of the city in which they live and earn their liveli- 
hood. 

Last year our group passed a resolution in favor of the Kefauver- 
Taft home-rule bill. 

It was a close vote; so close that it appeared on the surface that 
opinion was closely divided between those for and against home rule 
for the District. This, however, was not the case. 

The topic had been under long consideration by various members 
of our organization before it was presented for an official vote at a regu- 
lar meeting. Some of us held an informal seminar, conducted by a 
staff member of the House District Committee, Dr. George Galloway. 
Dr. Galloway, together with Representative Auchincloss and other 
Congressmen on the committee, wrote the original version of a bill 
that has since evolved into S. 656, which is being considered today. He 
explained in great detail the various provisions of the bill and the 
reasons behind including these provisions in the final legislation. We 
all learned a great deal that evening, and after further study, the Civic 
Affairs Committee of our club took upon itself the project of explain- 
ing the pros and cons of the proposed legislation to the interested citi- 
zens of Washington. The members of our committee divided up into 
teams of three; one for the bill, one against, and the third acting as 
moderator. These teams then appeared before the various citizens’ 











70 HOME RULE FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


organizations, at their regular meetings, and presented all the salient 
facts contained in the original House bill. We appeared before more 
than 30 neighborhood groups. From the questions asked after the 
presentation, we learned one important fact. The majority of Wash- 
ington residents were heartily in favor of the idea of home rule, but 
there was a great variance of opinion as to the specific provisions of the 
bills that have been presented to the Congresses. This was also the 
case With the membership of our club when the resolution passed by a 
very small margin. Practically all of us were for home rule, but many 
of us could not agree on any one, over-all piece of legislation. 

This technicality has long been an insurmountable barrier to democ- 
racy in the District of Columbia. 

Kveryone I have talked to has said, at one time or another, “I am 
for home rule but I don’t go for such and such a provision of the so- 
and-so bill.” 

Those of us who really want to see the citizens of the District of 
Columbia enfranchised are just about fed up with this foolish, have- 
your-cake-and-eat-it-too attitude. One group says: “No home rule 
without national representation.” 

The most ridiculous, malicious, and odiferous complaint of all is 
the hatemongers’ behind-the-hand remark, that, “If we get home rule 
the Negroes will take over the city.” 

That one always burns us up. Few of us are, what you might call, 
violent advocates of civil rights. Most of us have always felt that 
the minority groups should be judged individually on their respective 
merits, regardless of race, color, or creed. Obv iously people who 
make statements like that don’t believe in home rule, their idea of 
democracy is mob rule; and that’s all they deserve. 

In any event we all are aware that for the past few years, any deci- 
sive action on self-government for the District of Columbia has been 
prevented by the fact that our citizens, either individually or through 
their various civic organizations, have been unable to reach a unani- 
mous agreement on any one home rule bill. It is my opinion, and 
that of many of the members of my club, that they never will. If 
things continue as they have in the recent past, bill ‘after bill will be 
introduced only to fall by the wayside because somebody objected to 
a clause in title 4, section 8. The fact of the matter is we have been 
getting nowhere aN 

This present bill, S. 656, carries on its title page the names of some 
of our most dis tinguished Republicans, Senators Taft, Hendrickson, 

Carlson, Smith of Maine, and Duff, of Pennsylvania. I am sure that 
each and every one of them is vitally interested in writing the most 
equitable legislation possible to provide for self- government in the 
District. Two of their distinguished number have served admirably 
as governors of great States. Three of their Democrat colle: agues, 
whose names are also on the bill, have served as chief executives of 
other States equally as great. All of the others, both Republican and 
Democrat, who have collaborated on this legislation have had long 
experience in such public matters. None of them would be where he 
is today if it weren’t for the almighty ballot: the free vote which is 
the only guarantor of democracy. If this bill is good enough for 


ior 





them, it is 
District of 
cans, Dem 
high time 
toward the 
| Applause 

The Cus 
and couras 


Mr. A. 
mittee of t 


STATEME 
CENT 


Mr. W1 
mittee on 
which con 
home rule 
that the p 
and that 
been achie 

As you 
who were 
Delegatio 
in the Se 
the Hous 
a clischars 

In ord 
that requ 
of their 
approach 

In the. 
there wel 
demonstr 
would be 
various | 
found th 
not to be 

At thi 
a mass n 
persuade 

the feel 
their elec 

S. 656 
a democ 
electors. 

Secon 
city coul 
busy wit 
the Dist: 
cent of t! 





HOME RULE FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 71 


them, it is good enough for me, for the Young Republican Club of the 
District of Columbia, and it should be good enough for all Republi- 
cans, Democrats, or other partisans or nonpartisans anywhere. It is 
high time that we channeled ms of our efforts for self-government 
toward the passage of one bill; 8. 656 should be that bill. Thank you. 
| Applause. | 

The Cuainman. Thank you very much fora very vigorous, clear-cut, 
and courageous statement. 

Mr. A. L. Wheeler, representing the Democratic Central Com- 
mittee of the District of Columbia. 


STATEMENT OF A. L. WHEELER, REPRESENTING THE DEMOCRATIC 
CENTRAL COMMITTEE OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Wueevter. Mr. Chairman, first I want to commend this com- 
mittee on the prompt action it has taken on the bill. In the clinic 
which concluded last week, there were a number of issues concerning 
home rule brought up. With certain of those there was a possibility 
that the people of the District were apathetic concerning home rule, 
and that was possibly one of the reasons why home rule has not 
been achieved. In my opinion, that is not the case. 

As you recall, last year there was a real effort made by the people 
who were interested in home rule to see that this bill was passed. 
Delegations were constantly on the Hill after the passage of the bill 
in the Senate, over in the House trying to persuade the Members of 
the House to first vote the bill out of the committee and second, on 
a discharge petition to sign it. 

In order to get 196 signatures on a discharge petition, it is a job 
that requires the efforts of many, many people. These people gave 
of their time and effort unselfishly, and in numbers I would say 
approaching a thousand people working on it. 

In the course of the strategy of how to get the bill out of the House, 
there were some who thought that a mass meeting whereby public 
de moe ations could be shown and interest could be manifested, that 
would be a big help in showing the way. Others interviewed the 
various Congressmen, discussed this matter with them, and they 
found that it was not the lack of interest that was causing the bill 
not to be reported out, but various other reasons. 

At this time a group of us considered the getting together of 
a mass meeting, but it was thought that a meeting could not actually 
persuade the Congressmen because without a vote they could ignore 
the feelings of the people, without prejudicing their position with 
s- ‘ir electorate, and consequently other considerations controlled. 

S. 656 has three real purposes in mind. First, it gives the people 
a saad atic way of choosing their represent: itives by qualified 
electors. This is the heart of a democracy. 

Second, it relieves Congress of the burdensome task of acting as a 
city council, and this is particularly important now when Congress is 
busy with more important international affairs. Most of the laws of 
the District are passed on the Consent Calendar. T would say 99 per- 
cent of the laws that pass the Senate for the District of Columbia is by 
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consent vote. In other words, if there is no objection to the bill, it 
passes, somewhat ki gaaayet by default for the District. This I think 
is not the best way. Iam sure this is not the best way for the people’s 
interest of the District to be protected. 

The third important function of this bill is that it reorganizes 
the District into 12 organizations, 12 departments, which is badly 
needed. It sets up an efficient method, streamlined method for carry- 
ing on the Government without duplication and overlapping of 
authority. It sets forth a clear line of authority where responsibility 
can be imposed. 

Now briefly as to some of the details of the bill, there is no pro- 

vision in the bill for a Delegate to Congress. I think this is a wise 
omission. The Democratic Central Committee favors both home rule 
and national representation. We think by the nature of things that 
home rule is logically to be taken up first, and national representation 
should be taken: up as soon as practical afterward. 

If a Delegate were to be elected, it would possibly be a substitute 
for real representation. As I said previously, it might take the cause 
away from the fight by giving us a token method of representation. 

The second reason why I am opposed to a Delegate is that I think 
the purpose of this bill is to charge the District Council with the 
responsibility of formulating local laws. By the nature of things and 
by the Constitution in particular, Congress must retain the power 
and responsibility for local laws, passing of local laws. 

Now with the delegation into the Council and a potential remaining 
in Congress, there exists the possibility of conflict, particularly with 
those dissidents who have been overruled by the local Coune ‘il, they 
will inevitably complain to their Delegate, who will come to C ongress, 
who will have the things taken up in the District Committee and given 
a review, the purpose of which will be to frustrate the or iginal inten- 
tion of Congress. 

The retention of this power of review was not based upon the theory 
of supervision of the Council’s activities, but rather for constitutional 
reasons. Interference with local government should be extremely 
limited. The District should have the right to determine through its 
elected representatives in the Council what satisfies its interest. 

The third reason why I am opposed to the Delegate is that Wash- 
ington does not need a representative for purposes of making their 
views felt. There is a big difference between a Territory such as 
Hawaii, Alaska, and other Territories which are far aw ay and which 
do not have easy access to Washington. There I can see a very logical 
and good reason for having a Deleg: ate. That is not the case here. 

The legislative scheme as set forth in the Kefauver-Taft bill is a 
good one ‘and offers about the maximum in self- government consistent 
with the Constitution. The bill places finance ial responsibility of the 
District with the people. They must choose how much they wish to 
spend and how much moneys are to be raised after a fair Federal 
contribution. 

The bill sets up a formula for Federal contributions wherein for 
each dollar the District raises the Government will contribute 20 cents 
additional. This is necessary because the large and important land 


holdings in the District in such a small area “deprives it of normal 
revenues. 
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In addition the bill provides for a very much needed reorganization 
of the District government, which everyone concedes is necessary and 
should be accomplished. Then what are the arguments against home 
rule? I might digress a minute and say that most of the opposition I 
have found has come from people who do not live in the District, who 
live in the peripheries of the District, outside in Maryland and possi- 
bly in Virginia. 

The main arguments which are advanced is that first it is not con- 
stitutional. I refer you to the opinions of your legislative counsel 
of both the Senate and the House wherein exhaustive opinions have 
been given holding that it is constitutional. 

The second matter, for about 75 years from 1800 to 1874 there was 
local government in the District, at times with varying amounts of 
authority and at times with an equal amount of authority that is sug- 
gested in this bill be reposed in the District Council. 

Third, there are cases from the Supreme Court which do not 
exactly touch upon it, but in which there is dictum indicating that 
local self-government for the District is constitutional. 

Another argument that has been advanced is that it is not true home 
rule. Of course this is not true home rule, true home rule in the sense 
that other areas in the country experience, but this is about the maxi- 
mum that can be given consistent with the constitutional powers. It 
has the essentials of home rule im it, and which could easily satisfy 
and which should satisfy and could satisfy the people of the District. 

The real argument I think which is implicit, or maybe it is a philos- 
ophy behind it, are economic and political reasons in opposition to 
home rule. Over a period of years there are certain people and 
certain classes in control of the District government, and they fear 
changes in the government because of their associations, their affilia- 
tions, and procedures which the government has developed which 
might result in these classes having less say-so in the District govern- 
ment. It is natural for them to oppose it. The second real opposi- 
tion is in a political viewpoint. 

The Cuatrrman. Mr. Wheeler, you and your Democratic organiza- 
tion are both for the bill? 

Mr. Wueeter. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. That is the important thing. 

Mr. Wuee er. Fine. 

I would just like to leave this thought with you, That this issue 
is a Very serious one, it is.meritorious, and I searaet “t th: at for the good 
of the people of the District that these various interests be subor- 
dinated for considerations which are to the benefit of the whole people. 

The Cuatrman. It is my hope that that can be done. 

Mr. Wilbur Finch, please proceed. 


STATEMENT OF WILBUR S. FINCH 


Mr. Fincn. Mr. Chairman. I want to excuse myself for not having 
a written statement, because I had not intended to testify this morn- 


ing. It is through your courtesy that I am allowed to ‘do so. but I 
shall be very brief. 
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I want to say at the outset, Mr. Chairman, that there has not been 
a suffrage hearing on the Hill on either side of the Congress in the 
past 20 years at which I have not testified. Today, however, I am 
testifying as a private citizen. 

I have testified here as chairman of the local suffrage committee 
and as president of the Federation of Citizens Association, as the first 
and only president of the District of Columbia Suffrage Associa- 
tion and as the first president of the Central Suffrage Congress. 

At the moment I am not heading any organization, but I am a 
member of the board of directors of the Central Suffrage Congress and 
I have no doubt that representatives of that organization, as well as 
the others with which I have been affiliated, will testify as to their 
attitudes. I simply want to get a brief statement in, I might say, at 
this time as a private citizen who has had some experience in this 
question of District suffrage. 

I was one of those who | perhaps about 20 years ago made a lot of 
the eyebrows rise when we first. suggested that probably the best 
solution to the various problems facing the Congress and the people 
with reference to the management of the affairs of the District of 
Columbia government lay in the fact that we did not have any say in 
the management of our own local affairs and that the solution was 
perh ips granting to us or restoring to us the management of muni- 
cipal affairs which we were entitled to have. 

[ will not go into the arguments in support of that, but it is in the 
record and you can read it. Over the years it has been my privilege, 
as I said, to serve as president of the Federation of Citizens Associa- 
tions which represents many thousands of persons in the District of 
Columbia, and that organization, through the efforts of myself and 
my associates in the group, has supported consistently this problem 
of suffrage for the District of Columbia. 

The District of Columbia Suffrage Association was the first city- 
wide organization formed to push for local self-government, now 

called home rule. It was my privilege to serve as the general chair- 
man of the plebiscite which was held here on April 30, 1938, and 
while many of us are skeptical as to the outcome of that plebiscite, 
which was the first opportunity that the people of the District of 
Columbia had to vote in any kind of an affair here since the 1870's, 
we were really amazed at the results. We were able to get almost 
100,000 people to the polls, and they voted overwhelmingly in favor 
of suffrage, both local and national. 

Again on an election day in 1946, upon the invitation of the Wash- 
ington Board of Trade, I was honored with the position of vice chair- 
man, I believe they called it, of the committee in charge of the plebi- 
scite which the board sponsored on that day, and as a result of that 
the people again, this time close to 200,000 people, almost twice as 
many as voted 9 years previously or 8 years previously, over twice 
as many went to the polls, and the vote was practically similar to the 
vote held in the 1938 plebiscite. So I am fairly convinced myself, 
Mr. Chairman, that the people of the District of Columbia want home 
rule. 
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There is not any doubt about it in my mind, and as one of those 
citizens, a native Washingtonian who has lived here all of my 54 
years, who has raised his family here, who has never as much as seen 
an official ballot, lam for it wholeheartedly. and that has been the prin- 
cipal reason why I have fought for suffrage for the District of 
Columbia. 

I remember there was a former Member of the Congress, now gone 
to his eternal reward—I hope he is being rewarded—who was repiited 
to have said that he would never vote for suffrage for the people of the 
District of Columbia as long as there was one Negro living in the Dis- 
trict who would qualify as a voter. 

Well, I would like to turn that statement around a little bit, Mr. 
Chairman, if I may, and say that if there is one person in the District 
of Columbia who by reason of his residence here is not allowed to 
vote, then that would justify the passage by Congress of a bill which 
would give him his rights as an American citizen. 

If I were the only one here, I would say that _ bill would be so 
justified, the passage of this bill would be justified, because no Ameri 
can citizen is to be deprived of his birthright : that of governing him- 
self through officials chosen by him. 

And so I say as a parting remainder here so far as I am concerned, 
that regardless of how the people of the District of Columbia feel—and 
I am sure they want this bill—about the question of suffrage, they 
should be made to accept their responsibilities. After all, the Govern- 
ment of the United States is the people of the United States. It is 
something that we overlook quite a bit. The Government is the people. 
Without the people, without the ballot box, we could have no Govern- 
ment. We would have no Congress, we would have no Senate, we 
would have no President, and so on. 

You can see what it would mean if we eliminated the ballot box 
from the United States as a means of choosing those who are to govern 
us. And so I say that while it is considered normally a priv ilege to be 
able to vote, it is at the same time a basic responsibility of every Amer- 
ican citizen, and so I say that even those who do not want the. right 
to vote should be made to accept that responsibility. And I sincerely 
hope, Mr. Chairman, that with all of the hearings that you have avail- 
able to you, you will make these hearings very short and will quickly 
get this bill on the floor of the Senate and have it passed, I hope as 
easily as the Senate passed it in 1948. 

1 want to thank you for the privilege of coming here, Mr. Chair- 
man, and if there is anything else, any questions you would like to ask 
me, I would be very glad to answer them. 

The CHamman. Thank you very much, Mr. Finch, for your en- 
couraging statements. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

The CHarrMan. This hearing will be resumed in this room tomorrow 
at 2:30 p.m. Please let all concerned be sure to be here on time. 

(Whereupon, at 12 o'clock noon, the hearing was en to re- 
convene on Wednesday, February 21, 1951, at 2:30 p.m. 
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HOME RULE AND REORGANIZATION FOR THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 


WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 21, 1951 


Unrrep STatres SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON THE District oF CoLUMBIA, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 2:30 p. m., in the 
District of Columbia room, United States Capitol, Senator Matthew 
M. Neely (chairman) presiding. 

Present: Senator Neely (chairman). 

Also present: Robert H. Mollohan, clerk; Gerhard P. Van Arkel, 
committee counsel; and William P. Gulledge, assistant committee 
counsel, 

The Cuarrman. The committee will be in order. 

Senator Hendrickson, will you please proceed ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT C. HENDRICKSON, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY 


Senator Henpricxson. Mr. Chairman, I want to say this: It isa 

eal treat to be back with this committee again, because I really 
enjoyed my 2 years of service on the District Committee, and I really 
miss the presence of my old colleagues. 

The CuHarrman. All those you left behind are sorry that you no 
longer are with us. 

Senator Henprickson. Mr. Chairman, my position on the present 
bill, present home rule bill, presently before the committee, is well 
known. 

In the last session I was one of its cosponsors, and I deemed it a 
privilege to be one of its cosponsors, and I deem it a privilege again 
to be sponsoring—cosponsoring—this measure this year. 

I am here today to make a very brief statement in support of this 
bill, in support of the cosponsorship of this bill. 

As a member of the District Committee for 2 years, I learned at 
first hand of the many problems that beset the people of the city of 
Washington. Although I am not at present a member of the com- 
mittee, my interest in the affairs of the District has not waned nor 
will it wane as long as I am a Member of the Senate of the United 
States. 

The doctrine of home rule, it seems to me, is one of the principal 
supports of our democratic way of life. It is a little hard for me 
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to understand why anyone cannot see that, as it applies to the District 
of Columbia. It seems to me the citizens of the District of Columbia 
are no less entitled to elect their representatives than are the millions 
of other people throughout our land. 

I have said many times, and I say again, that it is outrageous that 
home rule for the District has been made a political football. How 
much longer are the people, the good people of Washington going 
to have to wait to govern themselves? I do not know how long 
that will be, but I think it is high time that we helped them attain 
the right to govern themselves, and quickly. 

I urge my colleagues on this committee and in the Senate, with 
all the sincerity I possess, to favorably report this bill out of the com- 
mittee, to pass it in the Senate, with the least possible delay, and I 
hope in this committee—I hope it will be reported out with a wnani- 
mous vote. 

Mr. Chairman, that is all I have to say on the subject. I could have 
a lot more to say, because I feel very deeply about this whole situation. 

The CuarrMan. Senator, your statement is very deeply appreci- 
ated by the Chair. 

It is encouraging to me to know that you apparently believe that 
our political party platform promises on the subject of home rule 
should be redeemed. | Applause. | 

Senator Henprickson. | am glad you raised that question, Mr. 
Chairman, because I cannot understand either of our parties on this 
issue. The language in both parties is just crystal clear. 

The Cuairman. That is true. 

Senator Henprickson. And how we could hedge and duck down 
here just because we are able to, I just do not understand it. 

I think some of this hedging is going to catch up with some of 
our colleagues one of these days. 

The Cuairman. Let us live in hope that it will. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

The Cuairman. Thank you, Senator Hendrickson. We are glad to 
have heard you. | Applause. ] 

Senator Henprickson. Thank you for the privilege. 

The Cuatrrman. Mr. Harry Wender is the next on our list. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY S. WENDER, CHAIRMAN, DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA RECREATION BOARD 


Mr. Wenver. Mr. Chairman, my name is Harry 8. Wender. I have 
been an attorney, practicing law in the District of Columbia for the 
past 19 years, with offices in the Woodward Building. For the past 
9 years I have been chairman of the District of Columbia Recreation 
Board ever since its creation by a¢t of Congress. 

I come here in that capacity, and will give you some brief comments 
on the views of the Recreation Board at the end of my testimony; but, 
first, I should like to continue to represent, as I have for the past 19 
years, the Southwest Citizens Association, for whom I have been legis- 
lative chairman for that period of time. " 

During that period of time, I have been before this committee and 
the other committees of Congress on every legislative proposal which 
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would give some measure of suffrage of one kind or another to the 
residents of the District of Columbia, so that I think I have some 
knowledge of the subject. 

1 brought with me some copies of hearings at which I have testified 
in the past few years in reference to them. I should like to have them 
placed i in the record at the proper time. 

The Cnairman. On the occasions of your former appearances you 
advocated home rule? 

Mr. Wenpver. I am about to say that, sir. I hav» here, as I have 
been in the past, a statement that I am a firm advocate of home rule, 
and, to date, particularly of this bill S. 656. 

I think this hearing, Mr. Chairman, is held at a most propitious 
time. This is Brotherhood Week, and it occurs between the birth 
dates of our two great Presidents, Lincoln and Washington. 

We all know of the great work which you have done in the field of 
brotherhood, and your sponsorship of human-rights legislation, which 
we hope will, in time, be passed by this committee, and by the Congress. 

(Diseussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Wenpver. We all too well recognize that what is proposed by 
this bill will only be partial answer to the problem that confronts us. 

As I was saying, this is Brotherhood Week, and this is a problem 
that deals with bretherhood in the large sense. 

However, I have another aspect to it that I should like to present 
to you. 

You will recall that some months ago I appeared before a com- 
mittee of which you were a member, a committee to which you have 
devoted a tremendous amount of time, and a field of activity in which 
you have devoted a lifetime of activity; namely, assistance for 
physically handie: apped. 

I se rved for some time as gener al counsel to the American Federa- 
tion of Physically Handicapped, and the American Foundation of 
Physically Handic: ap yped. This was on a voluntary basis. During 
the course of the hearings before that committee, you will recall 
that Senator Pepper's bill had been introduced to alleviate condi- 
tions at Carville, for the benefit of victims of what has been known 

leprosy, but is today known as Hansen’s disease, or Hansenitis. 

At the invitation of the patients of Carville, I went down there 
at my own expense, and had an opportunity to survey that institu- 
tion, and became somewhat intimately acquainted with the problems 
of a person who suffers from that terrible disease. 

I had occasion to compare the conditions under which a Hansenite 
victim lives, and the citizens of the District of Columbia, and I think 
it is rather shocking to compare those conditions with conditions here. 

The disease is one which is progressive. For thousands of years 
there was no cure, there was no solution whatever. A person who 
suffers from the disease eventually grows blind, his extremities 
atrophy, and eventually disappear, change shape; he has nerve reae- 
tions that are very ps ainful. In short, it isa progressive disease which 
we, at one time, thought was most communicable; we now find that 
it is not; but, more important, many thousands of people in this 
country suffer from it, they know they have it, they do not want 
treatment for it; they are not willing to go to the proper sources 
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where they might get treatment. That was true for many years: 
because there was no successful treatment at all. 

Those who did have the disease and did get treatment lived in a 
world unto themselves, recognizing that there was no hope. 

Now, let us contrast that with people in the District of Columbia. 
Everybody in the District of Columbia who is a resident has a disease 
which I should call for the purpose of this discussion desuffragitis. 

None of us have the privilege of the ballot; many of us do not 
want it, because.our senses have atrophied over a period of generations. 

I know that the chairman of this committee has commented on it 
many times, and he has wondered why this great public apathy exists. 
Well, I say that the victims of Hansenitis have that same apathy. 
There are people who are perhaps in a condition where they could 
be discharged in Carville, who were not willing to face the world. 
Up until now there has been no specific for this disease in the District 
of Columbia. Those of us who suffer from it are nerve-conscious ; 
we do not like to discuss the vote with people who have it, because 
we lack it and it is embarrassing to us. 

As a mater of fact, for a great many years it was not even con- 
sidered decent to discuss the lack of suffrage in Washington. Those 
of us, like Wilbur Finch and Culver Chamberlain, like myself, who 
were crying out 15 years ago for suffrage, were told it just was not 
decent; we were not intended to have the vote here, and it was not a 
polite subject for discussion, even as the discussion of syphilis or 
venereal disease or Hansenitis were subjects which nobody discussed, 
and, God forbid that any person who suffered from the disease would 
come before the Senate committee, as we come before you; and we 

‘ame before you, some months ago—I think you will remember that 
occasion. 

Now then, these people—not all of them—are in that same condi- 
tion of atrophy as those who are victims of Hansenitis. Many of us, 
and most of us, went a cure. 

Now, there are two kinds of cures: One, we could revolt; we could 
have a tax strike in Washington and, I think, we could get a great 
deal of support for it; in short, we could raise a lot of hell—to excuse 
the expression—and I believe with some success, just as the Hindus 
did it, just as the Irish did it, and many other people who declared 
that Hey would not cooperate with the government until they had an 
opportunity to participate in that government. We Washingtonians, 
however, are not that kind of people. We have felt that rationaliza- 
tion, clear logic, fair treatment, the fact that we have a Constitution 
that. guarantees certain rights and liberties to our people, that even- 
tuatiy, whether it be by osmosis or what, it would get down into the 
grass roots of the people nationally. 

It would get down into the grass roots of the people nationally, and 
reach those Members of Congress who have it within their power to 
grant to us at least a partial cure of this disease. 

We recognize, Mr. Chairman, that a full cure requires a constitu- 
tional amendment, with national representation, an‘ will require the 
concurrence of the States to grant us that right; but to arrest the 
disease lies solely with Congress. 
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Now, one branch of Congress, the Senate, only last year indicated 
its desire to alleviate this disease in the District of Columbia. I might 
say that one of the most striking aspects of it is the blindness, the 
blindness that has hit so many of our citizens who will come before 
you, and have come before you, and stated they did not want this, and 
they would talk about something off in the distance; they would 

talk about national repr esentation, rec ognizing the greater difficulties 

that lie in that direction, to get it, and the longer term that it will re- 
quire to get that cure and, at the same time, rec ognizing that that in 
itself does not solve the local problem, and will not alleviate the disease 
or that aspect of it that is local in character. 

It is a blindness that is exactly the same as that had by the Han- 
senites—those people are totally blind; they cannot see what is going 
on around them. 

Those who come before you and say, “We don’t want suffrage; we 
don’t need it, this is the seat of the National Government. Congress 
alone should legislate for the District of Columbia,” are wholly blind 
to the realities of the situation; that this alone is the only place in the 
world where such conditions exist. They are completely oblivious of 
the fact that every place else in the world that the United States has 
touched its hand upon, it is requiring people, whether they want to or 
not, to be cured of the disease, just as the Hansenite is required by 
Government law to be cured, whether he wants it or not, and if you find 
a victim of Hansen’s disease any place in the United States, he is 
picked up and taken to Carville. He must be treated, because we say 
it is best for everybody. 

Now, we have recognized in this country that people should live 
under a democracy, they should have the right to vote, and they 
should exercise it: and we have done everything within ovr power 
to get people elsewhere to vote, and when we have gone into Japan, 
as a conquering Nation, and when we went into West Germany and 
all the other places in the outposts of the world, we have spent tens 
of millions of dollars to bring this into being; with money taken, 
in part, from these very people in the District of Columbia who are 
denied that right, even though it would be the simplest and easiest 
thing in the world for this very same C ongress that has appropriated 
that 1 money and required people who have no allegiance to this Gov- 
ernment whatever to comply with a theory of demoer: acy that we all 
espouse. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, that, in short, is my analysis of what we face 
in the District of Columbia, and how it can be cured. 

I do not know why it has taken so long for us to get so gracious 
a reception as we today get at the hands of this particular committee. 

I say to you very frankly that that has been one of the appalling 
things to those of us like myself who have lived here so long without 
a vote. We have not had the proper atmosphere, and that, too, has 
helped to atrophy and annul the efforts on the part of so many of us 
who would like to see suffrage in Washington. 

The very disappointments that have come to us after countless 
hearings—and, believe me, on my shelf I have hearings that go back 
tw enty- odd years—time after time, we have come before congressional 
committees, and just as it appeared that we might get relief from our 
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disease, the hearings have been shut off or no report has come out from 
the committee, or it has and it has just lain idle, and the dust has 
accumulated on the shelves; and I know that you have in the com- 
mittee chamber here thousands and thousands of pages of testimony 
showing what the attitude of the people of the District of Columbia ts. 

So, Mr. Chairman, on that point, 1 want to be in accord with my 
good friend Wilbur Finch with whom I have worked so many years 
in this movement, when he said to you yesterday that whether the 
people of the District of Columbia ‘want it or not, it is your duty 
and your obligation to see to it that they get it. 

1 am confident, however, as I know you are, that the vast majority 
of the citizens of the District of Columbia want to be cured of this 
dlisease, and they come to you—their only means of representation— 
and they urge you to do all that you can to see that proper drugs, 
which are comparable to the sulfa drugs that have been discovered 
by the great scientists of American and now are being used to arrest 
the horrible disease of Hansenitis at Carville, and being sent out all 
over the world to cure these people—we say we come to you, and we 
hope that you will apply those sulfa drugs in our case. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, before I conclude, I would like to say a few 
words about the bill before you. I do not say this by way or criti- 
cism, because, believe me—and I say this emphatically—if the bill 
were adopted in its exact form I would be most happy; but no legis- 
lation is perfect, and those who prepare the legislation are not per- 
fect, and I am duty-bound as your representative, as chairman of 
the Recreation Board, to tell you of the views that our Board holds 
with 1 ery to section 904, which appears at page 53 of the bill 
question, S . 696. 

Our Recreation Board has acted in the past, and I would like to 
point out that I have testified twice and would like to incorporate at 
this time my testimony at page 359 of the hearings, the point hearings, 
before the Subcommittee on Home Rule and Keorganization of the 
Senate and House Committees on the District of Columbia in the 
Fightieth Congress; they were on S. 1968 and H. R. he and | 
would like me rely by reference that my comments on that bill, S. 1968, 
which was virtually identical with the bill now before us, S. “656, as 
well as my testimony before the Subcommittee on Home Rule and Re- 
organization of the Committee on the District of Columbia of the 
House of Representatievs, Eightieth Congress—those hearings were 
held from June 30 to July 25, 1947. My testimony at that time begins 
on page 374, 

I shall not even attempt to repeat the long testimony, Mr. Chairman, 
which included a very comprehensive report pre pared by the Recrea- 
tion Board staff on the subject matter of the provision which is con- 
tained in the bill before us at page 53, section 904. I will just read 
that one short paragraph, Mr. Chairman, and give you a brief com- 
ment on it. It is entitled “Department of Recreation,” and it goes as 
follows: 


The Office of Superintendent of Recreation is hereby abolished, and the fune- 
tions of such office and of the Recreation Board are hereby transferred to the 
Director of the Department of Recreation. The offices of the two members of 
the Recreation Board representing, respectively, the Board of Commissioners 


and the Boa 
of the Natio 
District (des 
Edueation (¢ 
Board. 

Now, the 
has been in 
existing Bi 
here at all. 

Neverthe 
long invest 
by Hon. 
velt. 

The con 
satisfactor 
ties of the 
Columbia, 
possible st 
tion of th 
Park Serv 
The remai 
by the Di: 

The Bo: 
identical 1 
presented. 
sented to , 
tually eve 
years to ¢! 
boards of 
as I said, 

IT hold r 
that I sug 
the provi 
very thin 
in loeal e 
a recreati 
volunteer 
nussioner 

I think 
because y 
that you 
interest i: 

Now, I 
would st: 
see the bi 
Council ° 
will of tl 

This b 
funetion 

Well, 
there is | 
useless, 4 





HOME RULE FOR IHE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 83 


and the Board of Education are hereby abolished and in their place a member 
of the National Capital Park and Planning Commission who resides in the 
District (designated by the Chairman thereof) and a member of the Board of 
Education (designated by the President thereof) shall serve as members of such 
Board. 

Now, then, Mr. Chairman, our Board, created by act of Congress, 
has been in existence for the past 9 years. 1 hold no brief for the 
existing Board or myself as chairman, because that is not at issue 
here at all. 

Nevertheless, the creation of this Board came about as a result of a 
long investigation by the Congress, and of a special committee headed 
by Hon. Frederick Delano, at that time the uncle of President Roose- 
velt. 

The committees, for years, investigated the trends and the most 
satisfactory means of dealing with recreation in all of the communi- 
ties of the United States, and they concluded that for the District of 
Columbia, a board—a voluntary, independent board—was the best 
possible set-up under our District Commissioners, with representa- 
tion of the Commissioners from the Board of Education, from the 
Park Service, which are the three agencies that furnish the facilities. 
The remaining four members of the seven total were to be appointed 
by the District Commissioners. 

The Board operates in precisely the same fashion, with rules almost 
identical to that of the Board of Education. The survey which we 
presented, and that is included in the two hearings that I have pre- 
sented to you here, clearly indicates that the trend nation: ally in vir- 
tually every precinct in the United States has been for the past 25 
years to create independent recreation boards along with independent 
boards of education so that recreation would not fall by the wayside, 
as I said, and welfare of the communities. 

I hold no brief for the present Board or its method of selection. All 
that I suggest to you is this: That following the recommendation, or 
the provision that is in the bill before you, will serve to destroy the 
very thing that is attempted nationally to do, to build up recreation 
in local communities. It will place in the hands of one individual, 

a recreation czar, all the functions of a volunteer—not paid, ee at 
volunteer—independent board which, however, is subject to the Com- 
missioners and the Congress on finance matters. 

I think it is bad, looking at it wholly objectively—I think it is bad— 
because you will never get the interest in recreation from one person 
that you get from volunteers working in the community, whole sole 
interest is “getting the very best recreation possible for the community. 

Now, I go along with this as it is, solely because I feel that if that 
would stand in the w ay of passage of this legislation, I would like to 
see the bill passed, knowing that one of the first things that our City 
Council would do after it had been created would be to accede to the 
will of the people and to create a volunteer board. 

This bill does not eliminate the board. All it does is eliminate the 
functions. 

Well, of course, that just leaves a stable without a horse in it, and 
there is just no value to it whatever. Advisory boards are worse than 
useless, as we have seen for generations in the District of Columbia. 
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They have virtually no value, and I would not give you 2 cents for 
what would be left of a recreation board, the functions and the au- 
thority of which have been transferred to one man who is in no way— 
who in no way must accede to the wishes of the people. 

The Cuarrman. Will you submit an amendment designed to effect 
the improvement you desire ? 

Mr. Wenover. I would be delighted to do so, sir. The purpose of the 
amendment would be merely to permit the City Council to appoint 
such a board so there would be no question about the representation 
of this board. It will be thoroughly democratic, would have to accede 
to the views of the Council, and the board would serve at the pleasure 
of the Council, for term periods, of course. 

The CHatrmMan. Please present your amendment to the committee 
counsel, Mr. Van Arkel. 

Mr. Wenver. Splendid. 

The Cuairman. This matter apparently deserves consideration. 

Mr. Wenpver. Yes, sir; I am delighted with your feeling on it. 

I will conclude with just one short statement about another phase 
of the bill which I think might be improved. 

One of the witnesses yesterday spoke at some length on the lack of 
provision for a District Delegate in this bill, and he favored the 
absence of such a provision. I disagree with him. It is my opinion 
that if we are to cure this disease we should get as much as quickly as 
we possibly can. It is within the province of Congress, pending the 
granting of home rule requiring a constitutional amendment, to give 
to the District of Columbia a Delegate, voteless as he may be but not 
voiceless, who will have all of the privileges of a Congressman other 
than a vote on the floor. 

We know the magnificent service the Territories have had from such 
delegates. I am confident that such a man would not be in conflict 
with the Council but would be their voice on the Hill, would repre- 
sent the people of the District of Columbia, and would have to be in 
concurrence with that Council because elections come up every 2 years, 
and if he were in conflict with the Council either the Council must 
be wrong or he must be wrong. I cannot see any difference, utterly 
no difference, from having a Delegate represent us in Congress and 
having a Congressman representing Montgomery County in nearby 
Maryland. 

There is no conflict between the county managers of Montgomery 
County and the Representatives from the State of State of Maryland. 
They have not got exactly the same job to do, and there must be rep- 
resentation on the floor of Congress for the District of Columbia. 

I shall not go into detail, Mr. Chairman, on this point, but if I may: 
Back in 1943, on June 16, extensive hearings were held before Sub- 

committee No. 1 of the Committee on the Judiciary of the House of 
Kepresentatives of the Seventy-eighth Congress on H. R. 2620, which 
was introduced by then Congressman Walter of Pennsylvania. The 
bill was entitled “A bill to provide for a Delegate from the District of 
Columbia.” Those hearings are specific, they contain statements from 
the very best minds in the District of Columbia, and the hearings 
brought about virtual unanimous approval from all of the worth- 
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while organizations of the District of Columbia in support of the 
District Delegate in Congress. 

The Cuarrman. Do you not think that the authors did not supply it 
because of the manifest difficulty of obtaining unrestricted congres- 
sional representation for the District of C olumbia. 

Mr. Wenper. That undoubtedly, Mr. Chairman, is partially true, 
but I think also that there are some, like me, who feel that the District 
Delegate would represent an intervening step because of his right 
to utilize all the facilities available to a Congressman, he could make 
the people of the country aware of the fact that we do not have actual 
representation, in just the same fashion as the Delegates from Hawaii 
and Alaska are today doing the magnificent job in letting the people 
of America know their desire for statehood. 

Now, it does seem to me that there is a difference to be seen there, 
and that such a Delegate could perform invaluable service during the 
interim period in precisely the same manner as the Council that would 
be created here would be performing a service pending our receipt 
of full national representation. 

I recognize, Mr. Chairman, that there is a difference of opinion, but 
I wanted to register my own personal views, because I feel that we 
should not have these hearings without something being said in sup- 
port of this proposal. 

In conclusion 

The Cuarrman. I am sure that you will not attribute my failure 
to share your opinion regarding that to my lack of interest in getting 
anything for a voteless Delegate or to any lack of interest in the wel- 
fare of the people of the District of Columbia. 

Mr. WeENper. No. 

The Cuarrman. I fear that if you get a voteless Delegate you will 
get nothing more for many years to come. 

Mr. Wenvrr. The difficulty, Mr. Chairman, is—I certainly do not 
want to debate this matter with you, but I do feel that that is pre- 
cisely the same kind of argument that some of the witnesses who will 
follow me today and at your next hearings are going to say with re- 
spect to the bill before us, that this will prevent us from getting 
national representation. 

I do not say that your remarks are not true. I just do not think 
that would be the case. 

The Cuarman. Those that do not want either home rule or national 
representation say, “We are not for home rule, but we would not op- 
pose national representation.” They apparently believe that a con- 
stitutional amendment providing such representation will never be 
achieved. 

Mr. Wenpver. That is precisely it, sir. 

The Cuarmman. They do not want either. I want both. 

Mr. Wenper. So do I. 

The Cuairman. And I want the congressional representatives to 
be empowered to vote as well to speak for the District. 

Mr. Wenver. With that I am in accord. 

In conclusion, I cannot close my statement without paying tribute 
to the magnificent representation that was made before you yesterday 
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by the Commissioner-designate of the District of Columbia, Mr. F. 
Joseph Donohue. 

The Cuamman. It was very encouraging. 

Mr. Wenver. I think that you have known that, well, within the 
past generation we have not ever had a single District Commis- 
sioner who has ever forthrightly feppoeied the proposition that you 
and I support today, and which is presented in this bill, and it is 
very gratifying to the citizens of the District of Columbia that we at 
least will have a representative in the District government—and I 
speak with some authority because I am a representative of the Dis- 
trict government and for 9 years have coped with the problems that 
fall upon me as chairman of one of your boards—and I know of the 
great apathy that exists in the District government itself on this sub- 
ject, and if we can have a man with the leadership ability that Mr. 
Donohue has always demonstrated, supporting us, I think it will go 
far to combat that apathy, and that we will eventually, and perhaps 
quite soon, achieve the results that we want. 

I will not be able to be before your hearing next Wednesday, I 
believe it will be, when Mr. Donohue’s appointment comes before 
this committee for confirmation or for consideration rather. I have 
a trial scheduled for that date in court, but I do want to pay tribute 
to him and say that I know from his own behavior as a citizen in the 
past and from the fine integrity that he has shown as a citizen and 
attorney, that he will serve the District well, and will particularly 
be of service to us in achieving success in obtaining relief from the 
“desuffrageitis.” 

The Carman. We thank you for your statement. 

Mr. Wenpver. Thank you, sir. 
The Cuairman. Will Dr. George B. Galloway please proceed ? 
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Mr. GaLtoway. Mr. Chairman, my name is George B. Galloway. 
I am senior specialist in American government at your Legislative 
Reference Service in the Library of Congress. 

The Cuairman. That is an indispensable service. 

Dr. Gavtoway. Well, thank you so much. 

During the Seventy-ninth Congress, I was staff director of the 
Joint Committee on the Organization of Congress, which produced 
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946. 

One of the principal recommendations of the La Follette-Monroney 
committee was self-rule for the District of Columbia. The commit- 
tee made that recommendation primarily with a view to reducing the 
work load on Congress that arises from its city-council function. 

During the Eightieth Congress I was staff director of the Sub- 
committee on Home Rule and Reorganization of the House Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. That committee produced the 
so-called Auchincloss bill, which was favorably reported in the Eight- 
ieth Congress by the House District Committee. 
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During the Eighty-first Congress I had the privilege of serving 
as technical adviser on this legislation to your own subcommittee. 

Two years ago your subcommittee held hearings on an identical 
bill. I testified at those hearings, and presented a detailed analysis 
of the so-called Kefauver bill, and a careful comparison of the pro- 
visions of the Kefauver and Auchincloss bills. 

That testimony will be found, sir, in part two of the hearings before 
this subcommittee held in March of 1949, and I will not detain the 
committee with a repetition of the testimony, but invite your attention 
to it, if it interests you. 

The Cuarmman. Would you want that inserted in the record at this 
point? 

Mr. Gattoway. Whatever pleases the committee on that point. 

Mr. Chairman, the testrmony is available to you in the records of 
your committee, and in a House committee print which I prepared, 
which compares the provisions of the two bills. 

The Cuarrman. Well, in that case it probably is not necessary to 
set it down in full in this record. 

Mr. Gattoway. Rather than repeat the testimony which I presented 
here 2 years ago, Mr. Chairman, I would like, if I may this after- 
noon, to present a brief summary of the principal arguments which 
have been made in recent years, both for and against home rule for 
Washington, as those arguments have been developed by the advocates 
and the opponents of this legislation. 

On the one hand, the advocates of home rule begin by pointing 
out that it was evidently the intention of the founding fathers that 
the inhabitants of the Federal City should enjoy a large measure 
of local self-government, for James Madison, who was one of the 
chief architects of the Constitution, as you know, informed the people 
back in 1788 in one of his Federalist essays, and I quote his exact 
words: 

“That the inhabitants of the Federal City,” he said, “will have a 
voice in the election of the government which is to exercise authority 
over them,” and he went on to assure them that “a municipal legis- 
lature for local purposes, derived from their own suffrages will, of 
course, be allowed them.” 

The advocates of home rule go on to point out that these early 
promises and expectations were soon fulfilled, and from 1802 until 
1871 Congress permitted the people of Washington to elect their 
mayors and town councils in annual elections. 

Then, during the territorial period from 1871 to 1874. Congress 
allowed the people of Washington to elect each year the 25 members 
of their municipal house of delegates, as well as the nonvoting Dele- 
gate to the National House of Representatives, such as Alaska and 
Hawaii now have. Thus, we see that during the first half of ~¢pa 
history of the Federal City, the people of Washington enjoyed : 
large measure of local self-government. 

The proponents of this legislation further point out that the people 
of Washington are evidently capable of local self-government because 
they have an occupational acquaintance with public affairs arising 
from the fact that upward of 20 percent of their members are em- 
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ployed in the Federal Government; moreover, it is alleged, and I 
think correctly so, that the people of W ashington are the best edu- 


vated of any American city, according to the census figures, in terms. 


of the number of years of schooling which they have completed. 

The Cuarrman. Doctor, in your opinion, why was that backward 
step taken? Why were the people deprived of self-government ? 

Mr. Gatioway. In 1874? 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

Mr. Gatitoway. Well, it so happened, Mr. Chairman, that during 
the previous territorial regime, which followed not long after the Civil 
War, that the National C ‘apital City was physically very much down 


at the heel; the streets; were muddy, there were smelly swamps, and 


great need of many capital improv ements. 

Under the territorial regime there was a board of public works and 
a governor, and in order to make up for lost time, the Governor, who 
was known as Boss Shepherd, and the board of publie works, of which 
he was chairman, launched an ambitious program of public works to 
improve the physical appearance of the Capital City. They spent 
over a 4-year period the horrendous sum of $18, 000, 000, about 4 
millions of which they borrowed from the people. 

Finally, the taxpayers of the community protested against this 

“extravagant” expenditure, and Congress responded to their protests 
by liquidating the territorial regime and setting up in 1875 on a tempo- 
rary make-shift basis a commission form of government. The func- 
tions which had been performed by the Governor and the board of 
public works were transferred to the Board of Commissioners, ap- 
pointed by the President. 

The legislative functions which had been performed by the munic- 
ipal legislature were transferred to the Congress, and all suffrage 
rights were suspended. This pamperaty make-shift scheme was made 
permanent by the Charter of 1878, but I would point out that the 
conditions about which the taxpay ers complained at that time were 
conditions brought about by the activity of a governor and a board 
of public wor ks who had been appointed by the President, and were 
not the result of the action of the local legislature elected by the 
people. 

Does that answer your question ? 

The Cuarrman. Yes, sir; it does. 

Mr. Gattoway. The advocates of home rule also point out that 
taxation without representation is incompatible with our American 
traditions. We pay today, they say, almost $100,000,000 in taxes each 
year, but the taxpayers have no voice with regard either to the tax 

rate or as to how their tax money shall be spent. 

In this connection, I would like to invite your attention to an 
observation made by former Speaker Champ Clark who, in his auto- 
biography, My Quarter Century of American Politics, said this about 
the ; government of the District of Columbia, and I quote : 

Two days out of every month the House sits as a common council for the 
half million citizens of the District of Columbia who, living under the shadow 
of the Capitol, have no more voice in their governmental affairs than if ther 


were denizens of the Cannibal Islands. A man who can think of a sadder 
commentary— 
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said Champ Clark— 


on our boasted theory of representative government is possessed of an imagi- 
nation gorgeous beyond sanity. Yet our fathers precipitated the Revolutionary 
War for the principle “no taxation without representation.” 

The advocates of home rule further point out that the people of 
Washington themselves have recently given proof that they desire 
local self-government. In unofficial plebiscites held here in recent 
years, they voted, first, 8 to 1 in favor of local suffrage in 1938, and 
in 1946 they voted 7 to 3 for it. 

Three years ago the Washington Post conducted a scientific poll 
on this question which showed that 70 percent of the people of Wash- 
ington were in favor of local self-government. 

It is further argued that not only do the people here want it but 
that the Nation at large wants the District to have home rule. A 
Gallup poll a couple of years ago showed that 77 percent of the people 
in the Nation at large favored it. 

Moreover, many leading newspapers have endorsed it editorially. 

They also remind us that President Truman himself endorsed this 
very bill now before your committee and urged its passage in a letter 
to the Speaker of the House on July 25, 1949. 

One of the principal arguments that is frequently made by the 
advocates of home rule is that its adoption would relieve Congress of 
an onerous councilmanic burden whic ‘h it ought not to have to bear in 
these times when great issues of peace and reconstruction are pressing 
for its attention. 

As it is, as you know, all District legislation must pass through both 
Houses of Congress, and there are 28 separate stages in the passage 
of law through the National Legislature, whereas elsewhere, local 
policies are made by the single act of a city council. 

We know here that it takes an act of Congress to change the names 
of the streets or to save daylight time or to kill starlings or destroy 
weeds. It is argued that this state of affairs is not fair to the Congress, 
nor fair to the people of Washington, whose local needs tend to be 
neglected. 

It is also argued that both of our great national political parties 
have promised “suffr: age to the District of Columbia residents. The 
platforms of your own party have contained home rule planks, I think, 
since 1892. 

The Democratic platform of 1948 stated: “We favor extension of 
the right of suffrage to the people of the District of Columbia.” The 
Republican platform, in the same year, contained a similar state- 
ment. 

The opponents of home rule have cast doubt upon the constitu- 
tionality of this legislation. They have questioned the constitu- 
tionality, for example, of the provisions of the bill which relate to 
the handling of legislative proposals of the District Council. 

On the other hand, the advocates of the measure would invite your 
attention to the fact that the constitutionality of this bill has been 
upheld in written opinions submitted to the District re 
of Congress by the Attorney General of the United States, by House 
and Senate legislative counsel and that, sir, is a copy of their opinion, 
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and by several eminent constitutional lawyers, including John W. 
Davis. Edward S. Corwin, and Arthur T. Vanderbilt. 

The Cuatrman. Have we not heard that Mr. West, the corporation 
counsel, and the Commissioners, the day before yesterday decided, in 
effect, that this bill was not constitutional ? 

Mr. Gatuoway. I noticed that some question had been raised by 
the Corporation Counsel. But, in reply, I would invite your atten- 
tion to an opinion on the issue expressed by that eminent constitu- 
tional authority, Prof. Edward S. Corwin, of Princeton U niversity 
who, in his recent book, Underst: nding the Constitution, has this to 
say on that very point: 

The Constitution does not permit Congress to grant the citizens of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia the right to vote in Federal elections, but there is no consti- 
tutional reason why they should not be allowed to elect their own local officials. 
At the present time, Congress, which has complete governmental powers over 
the District, spends a day every fortnight it is in session, passing city ordinances 
and serving as city council. From the viewpoint of both legislative efficiency and 
justice for the citizens of the District, 
concludes Professor Corwin, 


such 


a system is indefensible and the demands for a larger measure of home 
rule are becoming ever more insistent. 
Advocates of home rule further contend that all other American 


cities enjoy local self-government, and they point out that all the 
other capital cities of countries outside the iron curtain, except Can- 
berra, Australia, where the situation is unique, also have home rule. 

It is further argued by the advocates of this bill that lack of local 
self-government in the Capital City of the world’s greatest democracy, 
embarrasses the conduct of our foreign relations, and I think that 
has been brought to your attention already. 

I have had the experience myself in recent years, since the late war, 
of addressing visiting delegations of Japanese and German officials 
from countries which we are engaged in attempting to democratize, 
and these officials have expressed amazement when they have learned 
that here in Washington the residents are not even permitted to vote 
for their own dog catcher. 

Under the present form of local government, it is further asserted, 
the people of Washington have no control over the acts of their city 
officials. If school facilities are inadequate, if the crime rate is high, 
if municipal services are unsatisfactory in any respect, the local peo- 
ple can neither discipline nor dismiss the responsible officials. 

Moreover, it is pointed out, as has already been observed, that 
the lack of home rule tends to duil the edge of democracy; that it 
weakens the citizen’ ssense of civic responsibility; that their political 
faculties tend to atrophy through sheer lack of expression. 

On this point, I would like to digress a moment, Mr. Chairman. 
and express a personal opinion. You yourself repeatedly referred 
during the clinic last week to the alleged apathy of the Washington 
community on this issue. 

With all due deference to you, sir, I beg to submit that a review of 
the home-rule movement here in the last 4 years reveals widespread 
and sustained interest and effort in this cause. There are scores 
of civic and social groups in this community which have discussed 
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and debated this question, passed resolutions on it, and sent their 
spokesmen to testify at congressional hearings. During the Eightieth 
Congress, for example, 178 witnesses appeared before the District 
Committees of the two Houses, and 94 percent of them approved of 
the home-rule legislation in principle. They represented almost 
every organization in the city. I submit that the record shows that 
the people of Washington, far from being apathetic, have worked 
vigorously and energetically for local self-government. 

The Crramman. I think that is true. I cannot be unmindful of 
the fact that recently we have read accounts of a few American 
troops withstanding more than 10 times as many Chinese Communist 
soldiers. 

You have one or two powerful organizations here that are not so 
numerous, but have great influence. The Board of Trade, with the 
great wealth that is represented in that body, man for man or woman 
for woman, has a great deal more power than the ordinary citizen. 
I hope you do not underestimate their strength. 

Mr. Gattoway. Oh, no, Mr. Chairman, I am well aware of the op- 
osition to this legislation, which stems in large part from the 
ee olen Board of Trade. The Washington Board of Trade is 
a coalition of the business and financial interests in this community 
which has controlled the town for many decades; they are naturally 
reluctant to see a redistribution of political power in this community 
which this bill would effect, which would transfer the control of the 
public affairs of the community from a benevolent oligarchy in the 
top directorate of the Washington Board of Trade, to the duly elected 
ee, of the people in the District Council. { Applause. ] 

The Board of Trade has employed all the techniques of a social 
lobby to defeat vase legislation. They have given fancy dinner parties 
in Washington hotels, and clambakes in season down on C hesapeake 
Bay, and other parties, all well lubricated with Mr. Kronheim’s fine 
liquors. [Laughter.] 

I suggest to you, sir, that the influence peddlers at the RFC could 
pick up a few pointers from the tradesmen at the Washington Board 
of Trade. 

Returning, however, to my impartial analysis of the arguments, the 
advocates of home rule further argue that if Washington had home 
rule, the administrative structure of its local government would long 
ago have been modernized. As a matter of fact, however, it has just 
“growed” like Topsy since 1878. New agencies have been created 
from time to time, in piecemeal responses to local needs, until today 
the administrative structure of the District government is an tan- 
gled jungle of uncoordinated, duplicating, and overlapping agencies. 

I have here a chart- which illustrates the present organization of 
the District government. This chart was made part of your records 
2 years ago. Your committee possesses a very large edition of this 
chart, which has been mounted, and which was displayed on the Senate 
floor during the debate on the bill on the 3ist of May 1949. 

It shows what a tangled jungle, as I say, the District government 
as at present organized is, and how many overlapping lines of con- 
trol there are. 
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The opponents of home rule for Washington also allege that under 
Capital City 


such a system, the Federal interests in the National ¢ 
would not be adequately safeguarded. 

On the other hand, the advocates assert that under this bill the 
Federal interests would be fully safeguarded in four ways: First, 
through the constant oversight of District affairs that would be main- 
tained by the District Committees of the two Houses; second, through 
the power of Congress to disapprove District legislation; third, 
through the constitutional power of the President to veto District bills. 
Finally, through the undoubted power of the Congress to amend or 
annul the home-rule charter at any time. 

It is also pointed out that this legislation provides that it would 
become effective only after it had been approved by a majority of the 
qualified voters in a popular referendum. 

This provision is regarded as advantageous by the advocates of 
home rule as a means of giving dhe people a voice in the adoption of 
this change, and as a means of proving that, if they did adopt it, it 
could never thereafter be asserted that an unpopular form of govern- 
ment had been foisted upon the people of this community against their 
will. 

Another provision of the bill which I ought to mention, which 
commends itself to the advocates, is that which provides that the vot- 
ing rights of District residents who maintain legal domiciles in their 
native States would not be jeopardized by their participation in local 
District elections. This is a rather unique provision of the bill. It 
was inspired by a similar provision in the election laws of the neigh- 
boring State of Maryland. The main purpose of this provision is to 
maximize the size and improve the quality of the District electorate. 
It is estimated that, perhaps, 100,000 persons, residents of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, who would be qualified to vote in local elections, 
maintain legal domiciles in the States whence they came. 

These people, if disfranchised in local District elections, would look 
to the Congress of the United States rather than to the District Coun- 
cil for the protection of their interests. 

If these persons, of whom I am speaking, resident here but domi- 
ciled elsewhere, were disqualified from voting in local District elec- 
tions, there would be created a dual class of ¢ itizenship. There would 
be the first-class citizens, who reside here, and who will be qualified 
to vote for District councilmen and for the Board of Education, and 
ihere would be the so-called second-class citizens who, unable to vote 
here, would look to the Congress of the United States for the pro- 
tection of their interests. This would give rise to the potential possi- 
bility of conflict between the Council and the Congress, and might 
embarrass the conduct of public affairs in the District. 

Another provision of the bill which commends itself to its advocates 
is the proposed qualifications for voting. These are the same qualifi- 
cations for voting which obtain throughout the United States: Ameri- 
can citizenship, at least a year’s residence in the District, and the re- 
quirement of being 21 years of age or over. 

Finally, the bill is advocated by its partisans on the ground that it 
provides for nonpartisan elections. The purpose of this provision is 


ve cide ok eeaslae a a chat dn tds 


to prevent 
national 7 
elections a 
all the cit) 
In cone 
I may de} 
of the Le; 
their inde 
and Haw: 
ton are st 
century. 
Mr. Ch 
vour heat 
“A Plea | 
Novembe 
The C1 
(Thee 


For a fi 
petitioned 
the Consti 
A careful s 
A carefull 
Eightieth 
similar mi 
Senate; bi 
it. With 
Members | 
the Eighty 

Let us 
at once in 
the mana 
wasteful : 
function ¢ 
to frame 
no matte! 
needs of 1 
can devo 
take time 
to serve 
violated | 

Members 
barrassmD 

Second 
strings 6 
their ow! 

bility. 1 

is not a’ 

school s} 

vo uncor 

It is a ls 

to rise i 

to all Al 

Third, 
name of 
men wh 





cB ITSM Lac DAA BS Min OO i eS et i ih Inn igh CaN nCtiA 


ee 





HOME RULE FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 93 


to prevent the control of local public affairs by either of the great 
national political organizations and, I might add, that nonpartisan 
elections are the method of elections that obtains in three-fourths of 
all the city-manager cities of the United States, 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I think it pertinent to point out, if 
I may depart finally from my neutral role as a member of the staff 
of the Legislative Reference Service, that the Filipinos have gained 
their independence, Puerto Rico is practically self-governing, Alaska 
and Hawaii are on the verge of statehood, but the people of Washing- 
ton are still governed like a British crown colony of the eighteenth 
century. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to insert in the record of 
your hearings at the conclusion of my remarks an editorial entitled 
“A Plea to Congress.” which appeared in the Washington Post for 
November 30 of last year. 

The CuarrMan,. That will be received. 

(The editorial referred to follows :) 


{From the Washington (D. C.) Post, November 30, 1950] 


A PLEA TO CONGRESS 
© 


For a full decade, the Americans who live in the District of Columbia have 
petitioned Congress, in the patient, orderly, democratic manner prescribed by 
the Constitution, to grant them the elementary human right of self-government. 
A careful study of the home rule problem was made in the Seventy-ninth Congress, 
A carefully drawn bill embodying the fruits of that study was introduced in the 
Kightieth Congress but died there without ever being brought to a vote. <A 
similar measure was introduced in the Eighty-first Congress and passed by the 
Senate; but the House of Representatives has never had a chance to vote upon 
it. With all the earnestness at our command, we urge the leadership and the 
Members of the House to seize this chance and to decide the issue now, before 
the Eighty-first Congress passes into history. 

Let us restate very briefly the arguments for home rule. They are grounded 
at once in considerations of expediency and in considerations of principle. First, 
the management of District affairs by the Congress of the United States is 
wasteful and inefficient. It is as imprudent and inappropriate for the Congress to 
function as a municipal council for this community as it would be for it to attempt 
to frame local legislation for Baltimore, Md., or Seattle, Wash. Its members, 
no matter how conscientious, cannot be genuinely responsive to the wishes and 
needs of this community because they are not responsible to the community. They 
can devote time to the problems of their wards in Washington only as they 
take time from the problems of their constituents at home. Congress was created 
to serve as a legislature for the Nation; the basic idea of a Federal Union is 
violated by its management of purely local affairs. From the point of view of the 
Members of Congress, the management of the District of Columbia is an em- 
barrassment which ordinary common sense should impel them to shed. 

Second, so long as the people of the District of Columbia are tied to the apron 
strings of Congress, they will not—indeed, they cannot—deal adequately with 
their own problems. Apathy and neglect are the inevitable offspring of irresponsi- 
bility. The normal corrective to maladministration—repudiation at the polls 
is not available to Washingtonians. As a result, the deficiencies in the city’s 
school system, in its police protection, in its recreation facilities, in its housing 
go uncorrected. Dependency is as corrupting to a community as to an individual. 
It is a lamentable truth that the people of Washington now lack even the spirit 
to rise in rebellion against a colonial status which ought to seem intolerable 
to all Americans. 

Third, the denial of self-government to the District does injury to the good 
name of the United States and to the whole strueture of American society. The 
men who planned a model Capital City on the banks of the Potomac had no 
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thought that it would be an enclave ruled like Berlin by the representatives of 
remote occupying States. They took for granted that a republican form of 
government would be guaranteed here as elsewhere within the Federal Union. 
The country as a whole, no less than the District of Columbia itself, must suffer 
corruption from a continued disregard of its own basic values. The one argu- 
ment in favor of home rule that should, in the minds of Americans, override all 
others is that continued denial of the right of government by the consent of the 
governed is deeply and debasingly un-American. 

The opportunity to liberate the District of Columbia is readily at hand. The 
home rule bill can be brought to the floor of the House by a discharge petition 
which already has nearly the requisite number of signatures—if only a handful 
of Representatives will sign it at once. It can be brought to the floor if the 
District Committee which has kept it pigeonholed for so long will only submit 
it to a democratic test. To let this legislation lapse now would be a tragic 
waste. It would also be, we think, an act of despotic arrogance. We ask only that 
the people of Washington be given the fundamental rights of American citizenship. 


Mr. Gatitoway. I also ask unanimous consent to insert a statement 
prepared by Senator Kefauver, being a rebuttal of the arguments of 
the Board of Trade against home rule for the District of Columbia. 

The Cuatrman. That will be received. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


[From the Congressional Record] 


REBUTTAL OF BOARD OF TRADE ARGUMENTS AGAINST HOME RULE 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS OF Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, OF TENNESSEE, IN THE SENATE 
OF THE UNITED STATES, THURSDAY, JUNE 1, (LEGISLATIVE DAY oF WEDNESDAY, 
Marcu 29), 1950 


Mr. Kerauver. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have printed in the 
Record answers to some arguments prepared by the Board of Trade against the 
so-called home rule bill for the District of Columbia. My reason for asking that 
these answers be printed in the Record is that some time ago the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas, Representative Teague, placed in the Record the argu- 
ments of the Board of Trade of the District of Columbia, which for some strange 
reason is opposed to home rule for the very people whom the Board of Trade is 
supposed to be representing. So these answers have been prepared to the 
arguments of the Board of Trade. 

There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be printed in the Record, 
as follows: 


REBUTTAL OF THE Boarp or TRADE ARGUMENTS AGAINST HoMeE RULE FOR 
WASHINGTON 


On March 24 the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Teague] inserted in the Appendix 
of the Record a leaflet prepared by the Washington Board of Trade entitled 
“Does the Kefauver Bill Really Provide for Home Rule?’ This leaflet is full of 
misstatements and misconceptions calculated to confuse and deceive the ordinary 
citizen. In order to keep the record straight on this important issue, Mr. Presi- 
dent, [I have prepared a rebuttal of the arguments against home rule for Wash- 
ington which are currenily being made by spokesmen for the Board of Trade. 


REBUTTAL 


Argument: The Kefauver bill (8S. 1527) would bring carpet-bag rule to Wash- 
ington—mneaning local government by outsiders. 

Rebuttal : Section 302 of the bill provides that members of the District Council, 
which would be the governing body of the city, must reside and be domiciled in 
the District. The bill contains no provision which would prevent the appoint- 
ment of local men to the positions of District Manager and department head. 
There is plenty of local talent in Washigton for these top executive jobs and local 
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citizens might well be chosen for these importatnt posts. But if only District 
residents were eligible for appointment to these places, the new government 
would be unreasonably handicapped in obtaining the best talent for the task. 
City management has become a national profession during the past 40 years, 
and it is common practice for manager cities to hire the best administrators 
wherever they can be found. The problems of city management are essentially 
similar throughout the country. From the viewpoint of home rule, however, 
it does not matter where the District Manager and the 12 department heads 
come from so long as they are subordinate to a locally elected legislature com- 
posed of local residents. Under the manager form of government, department 
heads are responsible to the city manager who appoints them, the manager 
in turn is responsible to the city council which appoints him and can remove 
him, and the council in turn is responsible to the voters who may change its 
composition on election day. 

Under the present system, Washington in fact is now governed by outsiders. 
lor Congress is now the governing body of the District of Columbia and all the 
Members of Congress come from other parts of the country. The chairman of 
the District of Columbia Committees of the House and Senate are customarily 
spoken of as the “mayors” of Washington. Mayor McMillan comes from South 
Carolina, and Mayor Neely comes from West Virginia. 

Moreover, even under the present form of District government, department 
heads are often appointed from the States. Keven of the present 42 department 
heads in the District government were not résidents of Washington at the time 
of their original appointment. For example, Dr. Corning, the Superintendent 
of Schools, was then a resident of Nebraska; Dr. Seckinger, the District Health 
Officer, lived in Georgia; and Mr. Shea, the Director of the Board of Public 
Welfare, came from Massachusetts. One advantage of appointing outsiders is 
that they are independent of any local interest group affiliations. 

Argument: No real home rule is possible under the Kefauver bill. 

Rebuttal: The essence of home rule, as it is understood throughout the United 
States, is the making of local policies by locally elected officials. The Kefauver 
bill transfers the local lawmaking power of the Board of Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia to a locally elected District Council. Over the years 
Congress has delegated to the District Commissioners broad powers to make 
rules and regulations to protect the life, health, safety, and generel welfare of 
all persons and property in the District of Columbia. (See 1, D. C. Code 226.) 
Their ordinance-making powers, which the Council would inherit under the 
Kefauver bill, cover 90 percent of all local matters and would not be subject 
to congressional or Presidential review. The other 10 percent—corresponding 
to legislation on the State level—will become effective in 45 days under the 
bill, in the absence of negative action by concurrent resolution of Congress or 
subsequent veto by the President. For all practical purposes, this will be home 
rule for Washington. For municipal legislation will be enacted by a council 
elected by the people of Washington instead of by a Board of Commissioners 
appointed by the President. Short of a complete delegation of legislative 
authority by Congress to the Council, this will be as much home rule as the 
Constitution permits. So much self-rule is surely better than none. Nine- 
tenths of a loaf is preferable to none at all. The insistence of the Board of 
Trade upon the whole loaf, knowing it to be unattainable, may conceal their 
secret desire for none at all. 

Argument: Congress cannot surrender its exclusive authority over the seat of 
the National Government. 

Rebuttal: This objection refers to article I, section 8, paragraph 17, of the 
Constitution of the United States, which reads: 

“The Congress shall exercise exclusive legislation in all cases whatsoever, 
over such District (not exceeding 10 miles square) as may, by cession of par- 
ticular States, and the acceptance of Congress, become the seat of the Government 
ot the United States * * *.” 

It is well settled in our constitutional law that the word “exclusive” in the 
paragraph quoted above was meant by the founding fathers to exclude the 
authority of the States over the Federal District. But there is nothing in the 
Constitution to prevent Congress from delegating its legislative authority, as 
the legislature for the District of Columbia, to its own agent. In actual prac- 
tice, Congress since 1879 has made broad grants of local legislative authority to 
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the Board of District Commissioners who have wide powers to make rules and 
regulations covering purely local matters. Similarly, Congress could make a 
locally elected city council its agent for the enactment of municipal legislation 
in the District of Columbia. This is What the Kefauver bill provides for. 

Arugment: The only way to obtain senuine home rule for Washington is 
through national representation of the District of Columbia in Congress, 

Rebuttal: This argument puts the cart before the horse. It overlooks the fact 
that successful local self-government has been a condition prerequisite to national 
suffrage and representation in Congress throughout our history. Before the 
various States have been admitted into the Union since its creation by the 
Original Thirteen States in 1789, they have had to prove their capacity to goy- 
ern themselves competently in their local affairs. 

Home rule consists in the right of 


# community to control its local affairs 
through its own loc 


ally elected representatives in a city council. That is what 
is meant by home rule throughout the United States. If the people of Washing- 
ton could elect Representatives in Congress, these Representatives would have 
no more voice in running the loca] sovernment of the city than Members of 
Congress from Chicago or Philadelphia or New York have in running the govern- 
ment of those cities, Members of Congress from the District of Columbia would 
not perform any of the local legislative or administrative functions which are the 
essence of home rule. They would serve as national legislators, Long repeti- 
tion of the argument that national suffrage and national representation is the 
road to home rule for Washington may have led some unthinking people, parrot- 
like, to believe it. But this argument is, in reality, a smoke screen designed to 
conceal other grounds of objection to local suffrage for the District of Columbia, 

Argument: The District Council would be dominated by the two councilmen to 
be appointed by the President under the Kefauver bill. 

Rebuttal: The Kefauver bill provides that the District Council Shall be com- 
posed of 11 members : 9 elected by the qualified voters of the city, and 2 appointed 
by the President of the United States. Since each of the 11 Councilmen would 
have one vote apiece, it is obviously absurd to argue that the 2 members ap- 
pointed by the President could make their Will prevail over the other 9. The 
Provision for the appointment of two Councilmen by the President is designed 
to protect the Federa] interests in the National Capital. At present the Dis- 
trict government is headed by a Board of Commissioners all three of whose 
members are appointed by the President. The Board of Trade has not objected 
to this arrangement. Are they sincere in objecting to the Presidential appoint- 
ment of 2 out of 11 Councilmen ? Another precedent for Presidential] appoint- 
ment of local District Officials is seen in the fact that during the territorial 
period (1871-74) the President appointed all the members of the upper 
the bicameral] District legislature. 

Argument: The l-year residence requirement in the Kefauver bil} for 
in District elections is not long enough, 

Rebuttal : The typical residence requirement for voting ir 
is residence of 1 year or less in the State and 6 months or 
Thirty-three States require l-vyear residence in the State: 


house of 


voting 

















1 the United States 
less in the county. 


» States require 
- years residence in the State, and 9 States require 6 months’ residence in the 


State. No State requires a longer residence than 1 year in the county, 

The proposal for a longer residence requirement for voting in District elections 
is probably designed to exclude from the local electorate the so-called floating 
population of Federa} employees to whom spokesmen for the Board of Trade 
frequently refer. Yet Census figures show that the ‘average tenure of office of 
Federal employees in the United States at large is more than 11 years, and 
the average of those who reside in Washington, D. C.. is believed to be even 
longer. More than one-fifth of the population of Washington is composed of 


Officials and employees of the Federal Government and many of them think 
of Washington as home, 


Argument: The Kefauver 
may vote in the District if they have lived here 1 year. 
Rebuttal : Section 1206 of the Kefauver bill provides that 
otherwise qualified Shall not be disqualified by being entitled to vote in another 
Jurisdietion.” The Board of Trade fears that this “dual voting” provision might 
sive persons resident in Washington, but legally domiciled in the States, the 
balance of power in District elections, According to the Board of Trade’s own 
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bill provides that registered voters in other places 
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estimates, Federal workers would comprise 20.7 percent of the total District 
electorate. Four-fifths of the local electorate would not be federally employed 
und only one-ninth of the total population of the District maintain legal domiciles 
elsewhere. 

The fundamental error in this objection is the attempt to distinguish between 
“transient” Federal employees and “permanent District citizens.’ This is a 
false dichotomy. Federal workers resident in Washington are “people of the 
District” as much’as anyone else who lives here and has a stake in its govern- 
ment. To suppose that the “genuine” people of the District are a few native 
sons or the eight-thousand-odd members of the Board of Trade is a supercilious 
conceit which is contrary to fact. 

The chief purpose of the so-called dual voting provision of the Kefauver bill 
is to increase the size and improve the composition of the District electorate 
by allowing some 100,000 Federal employees to vote in District elections who 
reside here, but maintain legal domiciles in the States whence they came. These 
people have a vital stake in this community because they own property and 
pay taxes here, send their children to local schools, and depend upon local 
municipal services. If persons who actually live here in Washington, but retain 
legal domiciles in the States, were denied the right to vote in District elections, 
two classes of citizenship would be created in the District of Columbia. In one 
class would be the residents of Washington who have seen fit to retain voting 
rights in another jurisdiction and who, if unable to vote in District elections, 
would look to Congress for the protection of their interests. In the other class 
would be the residents of Washington who do not have the right to vote else- 
where and who would look to the District Council for the protection of their 
interests. Between these two classes of citizens, as well as between Congress 
and the Council, conflicts would certainly arise which might jeopardize the 
successful conduct of the District government. 

Argument: The Kefauver bill does not confer the right to vote in national 
elections upon Washington residents. 

Rebuttal: It is true that the Kefauver bill does not confer this right. Congress 
cannot confer the right to vote in national elections upon the residents of the 
District of Columbia simply by passing a law. The Constitution of the United 
States grants the right to vote in national elections to the inhabitants of the 
States, and the District of Columbia is not a State. It will require a con- 
titutional amendment to enable the residents of Washington to vote in national 
elections. Proposals to amend the Constitution to this end have been introduced 
in Congress for many decades, but none of them has ever been approved by 
Congress for submission to the State legislatures in accordance with the pre- 
scribed amending process. For 40 years the Washington Board of Trade has 
tried in vain to induce Congress to propose such an amendment, But for 
various reasons Congress has always been deeply opposed to national suffrage 
and national representation for the people of the District of Columbia. The 
chances are slim indeed that such a constitutional amendment will ever be 
adopted. To ask that home rule be suspended until the District has been 
granted national representation, as the general counsel of the Board of Trade 
has done, is to fly in the face of both history and common sense and to classify 
oneself as an obstructionist against any form of District suffrage. 

Argument: The city-manager form of government, which the Kefauver bill 
proposes for Washington, is unworkable. 

Rebuttal: The manager form of city government is modeled upon the internal 
structure of the modern American business corporation. Under the manager 
form of government, an elected council is the governing body of the city, and 
a manager, appointed by the council to serve at its pleasure, is the chief adinin- 
istrative officer of the local government, subject always to the control of the 
council. Thus, the city manager corresponds to the general manager of the 
private corporation, the city council corresponds to the board of directors of the 
private corporation, and the voters correspond to the stockholders. 

Since the manager form of city government was first adapted by Staunton, 
Va., in 1908, more than 900 American cities and towns have adopted it, almost 
a third of them since the late war. The manager form of city government has 
long been recommended by the National Municipal League in its model city 
charter. So successful, indeed, has been the experience of American cities with 
this form of government that less than 3 percent of them have ever abandoned it. 
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Argument: No city the size of Washington has ever 
of government. 

Rebuttal : Cleveland, Ohio, with a present estimated population of 900,000 
has had the manager form of government. Cincinnati, with a present population 
estimated at 500,000, is the largest city in the United States how having this 
form of eovernment. Among other large cities which how have the manager 
type of government are Rochester, Hartford, Richmond, Dallas, and Oakland. 
The basic principles of the manager form of severnment are applicable to 
cities of any size. 


had the manager form 


’ 


Argument : The District Manager proposed by the Kefauver bill 
the all-powerful boss of Washington. 

Rebuttal: Seetion 502 of the Kefauver pil] provides that “the District Man- 
ager shall be the chief executive oflicer of the District government. He shall be 
responsible to the District Council for the proper administration of the affairs 
of the District coming under his jurisdiction or control .“ -* *” To this end 
he is given powers of appointment, removal, and supervision commensurate With 
his responsibilities. But he is subordinate to the council which appoints him 
and which may remove him at any time. He must perform his duties in such 
a Way as to meet with the approval of the council. Under the mahager system, 
the line of responsibility runs Straight up from the bureau chiefs to the depart- 
ment heads to the Inanager to the council to the electorate. Each has the power 
to dismiss those below it in case of corruption or incompetence, subject of course 
to the safeguards of the civil-service merit system, The feneral experience of 
the manager cities in the United States has been that the manager has not 
become the boss of the town. 


would become 


Argument: Home rule would resuit ‘in higher rea] estate 
the District of Columbia. 

Rebuttal: Under the present system, increases in District tax 
receive congressiona] approval. Under home rule, 


and income taxes in 


rates must 
bills raising local tax rates 
would be subject to congressional veto. Taxation without representation is now 
the rule in the city of Washington. District residents have no voice in the deter- 
mination of their tax rates or as to how their money shall be spent. Under the 
Kefauver bil] they would have such a voice. Proposed changes in the tax rates 
would have to be initiated by the representatives of the people in the District 
Council and could be disapproved by Congress or vetoed by the President. Thus, 
Whether Distriet property and income taxes went up or down, they would change 
in response to the decisions of the elected representatives of the people in the 
Distriet Council, subject to a congressional and Presidential veto. Washington 
would have taxation with representation for the first time in 75 years. 

Argument: Transient residents would yote for bond issues which the per- 
manent residents would have to pay for. 

Rebuttal: This argument is based upon the false assumption that there are 
two kinds of people in Washington—the permanent residents and the transient, 
floating population. The population of Washington is as stable as that of any 
city in the country, To be sure, the individual composition of the federally 
employed population in the District of Columbia may change from time to time. 
But as long as Washington is the Capital of the country there wil] always be 
a hard core of Federal employees resident here even if they are not the same 
people—to help pay the « arrying charges on a local debt. 

No State in the Union limits the right to vo 
permnanent residents. 

It has long been an accepted principle of public finance that £overnments 
should pay for their current operating expenses out of their current revenues, 
and that they may borrow for capital improvements such as schools, highways, 
plant and equipment, ete, In keeping with this principle, section 701 of the 
Kefauver bill authorizes the District sovernment to borrow for capital improve- 
ments, but limits its maximum indebtedness to an amount not exceeding 5 per- 
cent of the assessed value of the taxable real property in the District. 

The Kefauver bil] also provides a triple hurdle for bond issues. First, they 
must be approved by majority vote in the District Council. Second, bonds may 

ority vote in a popular referendum. And, 


be issued only after approval by maj 
third, the bond issue may be disapproved by Congress or the President. These 
5-percent debt limit, will prevent the new 


te on bond issues to its so-called 


three safeguards. together with the 
District sovernment from rash debt ventures. 
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Argument: Passage of the Kefauver bill will mean the reduction or elimina- 
tion of the annual Federal payment to the District. 

Rebuttal: Title XX of the Kefauver bill provides for an annual Federal con- 
tribution toward the cost of the District government amounting to 20 percent 
of District local revenues during the preceding fiscal year. This formula, if it 
were now in effect, would produce a Federal contribution to the District of 
$20,000,000 in 1950. The actual Federal payment to the District this year is 
a lump sum amounting to $12,000,000. Thus the formula in the Kefauver bill 
would increase the Federal payment in 1950 by $8,000,000. 

Argument: The passage of the Kefauver bill would not save much congres- 
sional time. 

Rebuttal: One of the main arguments in favor of home rule for Washington 
bas been that it would relieve Congress of the onerous greg: of functioning as 
a city council for the District of Columbia when it ought to be devoting its full 
attention to more important national and international problems. It has been 
carefully estimated that the House of Representatives alone deyotes 3,000 man- 
hours each session to the consideration of District affairs. The House and Senate 
together probably devote at least 5,000 man-hours a year to District of Columbia 
business. The House of Representatives sets aside 2 days each month for the 
consideration of District business. 

Most of this congressional time would be saved under home rule because the 
formulation of District legislation—most of the 28 stages in the enactment of 
an act of Congress—would be devolved upon the District Council and the time 
spent in its consideration would be spent at the local level instead of at the 
national level. Under the legislative veto procedure set forth in the Kefauver 
bill, for possible use in the 10 percent of District legislation subject to congres- 
sional review all Congress need do under home rule is vote up or down a con- 
current resolution of disapproval if one is introduced. 

Argument: If Washington had home rule, the colored people would capture 
control of the District government. 

Rebuttal: This objection is not openly raised by the board of trace, but it is 
whispered about and is one of the silent obstacles to passage of the Kefauver 
bill. The truth is that, under the method of voting provided for in the Kefauver 
bill, no minority group in the District could possibly win a majority of the 
nine elective seats on the District Council, or a majority of the seven elective 
seats on the Board of Education. Tithe XII of the bill provides for a system 
of city-wide voting in which the candidates who receive the largest number of 
votes in the general election shall be elected to these offices. 

The Negro population of Washington has been remarkably stable through the 
years. Since 1880 it has varied between one-fourth and one-third of the total 
population of the District. At the present time, according to the latest census 
estimates, the Negroes account for about 30 percent of the city’s population. 
This percentage would entitle them to three out of the nine elective seats on 
the District Council. In Richmond, Va., which has the manager form of govern- 
ment and where 82 percent of the populs ition is colored, only one of the nine 
members of the city council is a Negro. The colored people have the right to 
participate in the political life of a community in proportion to their numbers 
and their qualifications. The experience of other cities in the United States 
where the colored people are allowed to vote shows that they do not vote en bloc, 
but scatter their votes as the white people do. In short, it is a myth that home 
rule for Washingon would mean domination by the Negroes. 


Mr. Gatioway. Finally, Mr. Chairman, I ask permission also to 
include in my remarks another statement by Senator Kefauver in 
reply to the criticisms made here yesterday by the Board of District 
Commissioners of this bill. The Commissioners made similar criti- 
cisms in July 1949 of an identical bill introduced in the House of 
Representatives in the Eighty-first Congress by Mr. Klein of New 
York. Senator Kefauver’s reply at that time to the criticisms of the 
Commissioners applies, mutatis mutandis, to Mr. West’s comments 
yesterday. 

The Cuarrman. That will be included. 
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(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT BY Mr. KeFrAuver IN Repry to Districr COMMISSIONERS’ CRITICISMS 
OF 8S. 1527 


I have examined with interest the report of the District Commissioners on 
H. R. 4981, the home rule bill introduced in the House by Mr. Klein which is 
identical with S. 1527 which the Senate passed on May 31. And TI heartily 
welcome their endorsement of home rule for the people of Washington “as a 
matter of principle.” It is a great gain for the cause of democracy in the 
Nation's Capital city to have this impressive support from the present heads of 
the city government. 

The Commissioners’ letter of July 14, 1949, is largely devoted to a score of 
technical criticisms of particular provisions of the bill, I think that many of 
the technical changes they suggest in the home rule bill are deserving of careful 
consideration and that some of them might well be adopted in the conference 
report on the measure after it has passed the House of Representatives. Most 
of their suggested changes are relatively minor in nature and their consideration 
by the House District Committee at this time would, I think, unnecessarily delay 
report of the bill to the House. Four of the 21 questions raised by the Com- 
missioners, however, involve major provisions of the bill which I would object 
to changing. 


QUALIFICATION FOR MEMBERSHIP ON DISTRICT COUNCIL 


The Commissioners question the advisability of excluding from membership 
on the District Council persons who hold appointive office in the District gov- 
ernment, while permitting Federal employees to serve on the council (sec. 302). 
They apparently feel that Federal employees should not be permitted to be mem- 
bers of the council. 

In actual practice, few District government employees would be affected by 
this provision of the bill. If a Federal employee were elected to the council 
and if some question arose that affected the interests of the Federal agency by 
which he were employed, he could refrain from voting. Such cases would, I 
think, be most exceptional. The judges of our Federal courts customarily re- 
frain from participating in the decision of cases in which they have a personal 
interest. A District councilman could do likewise. 

According to reliable estimates, Federal employees constitute 20 percent of the 
total adult population of the District. Why should Federal employment dis- 
qualify a person from part-time service on the District Council? Because of his 
occupation he probably has a special acquaintance with public affairs which 
would increase his value as a councilman. Probably he has lived in Washington 
for many years, Owns a home here, pays real estate and other local taxes, sends 
his children to District schools, and has a stake in the efficiency of the municipal 
services. If no Federal employee could serve on the District Council, the 137,- 
556 Federal employees in the District of Columbia would have no direct voice 
in the deliberations of the Council and the special interests of one-fifth of the 
population of Washington might be discriminated against. Lacking a forum in 
the council, they would turn to Congress to protect their interests and the stage 
would be set for conflicts between Congress and the council over the conduct of 
local affairs. 


CONSTITUTIONALITY OF LEGISLATIVE VETO PROCEDURE 


The second major question raised by the Commissioners relates to the con- 
stitutionality of the legislative veto procedure in section 402 of the bill. Until 
this question has been settled in the courts, they say, great uncertainty would 
prevail in the District as to what the law really is. 

My bill makes a grant of general legislative authority to the proposed District 
council and conditions its effectiveness upon the absence of congressional disap- 
proval by concurrent resolution of both Houses, within a specified time. The 
constitutionality of this procedure is now generally conceded. The question 
was not even raised by Mr. Colladay, general counsel of the Washington Board 
of Trade, when he recently testified on this legislation before the House District 
Subcommittee. Congress provided for the same veto procedure in the Executive 
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Reorganization Acts of 1939 and 1945, the constitutionality of which has never 
been challenged. ‘The validity of this procedure has been upheld in opinions from 
the Attorney General of the United States, from House and Senate legislative 
counsel, and from eminent constitutional lawyers. 

It is quite possible that a litigant in some case based upon the provisions of 
a District law adopted under the legislative proposal procedure of this bill 
might attack the constitutionality of the procedure. <A period of uncertainty 
might ensue, but there exists in the Judicial Code procedure for a rapid resolu- 
tion of any such question. Upon the challenge of the constitutionality of such 
a statute, the Federal Government would be notified and would presumably 
exercise its right to intervene. If the decision of the lower court were against 
the validity of the statute, an appeal could be taken directly to the United States 
Supreme Court (28 U.S. C., sees. 2408 and 1252). 


BOND ISSUES MIGHT INCREASE PROPERTY TAXES 


The third major objection of the Commissioners to the Senate-approved bill 
is that the burden of financing the bond issues authorized by section 701 of the 
bill would fall primarily upon the owners of real estate in the District 

My answer to this objection is that section 731 of the bill provides that “the 
District Council shall apply the proceeds of such taxes and other revenues as 
may be necessary to pay the principal of and the interest on such bonds * * * 
The financing of the bonds is to be a charge upon all the revenues of the Dis- 
trict, of Which in the fiscal year 1948 property taxes yielded 54 percent. Noth- 
ing in the home rule bill would eliminate the revenues now derived from local 
income, sales, or other tax sources; nor would the bill prevent the Council 
from submitting to Congress a legislative proposal to increase the revenues of 
the District from sources other than property taxes in order to finance capital 
improvements. 

My bill provides that the debt of the District shall be limited to not more than 
5 percent of the assessed value of the taxable real property in the District. This 
isa conservative debt limit compared with debt limits in other cities of the United 
States. Moreover, the bill further provides that the bonds shall be issued only 
after majority approval in a popular referendum of the voters, which is an 
added safeguard against extravagant borrowing. 


DUAL VOTING PRIVILEGES 


The fourth major objection of the Commissioners is “to extending the privilege 
of voting to those who are not domiciled in the District or who retain voting 
privileges elsewhere.” They assert that bond issues might be voted by “‘tempo- 
rary residents in the District” and paid for by the “permanent residents” (sec. 
1206 (b)). 

The fundamental error in this objection is the attempt to distinguish between 
“permanent” and “temporary” residents, between Federal employees and “the 
people of the District.” This is a false dichotomy. For the reasons given above, 
Federal employees are “people of the District” as much as anyone else who lives 
here and has a stake in its government. To suppose that the “genuine” people 
of the District are a few native sons is a supercilious conceit which is contrary 
to fact. 

The argument that bond issues might be voted by persons here only for a 
period of years, and paid by the “permanent residents,” is bused upon the same 
false assumption that there are two kinds of people in Washington—the floating 
population and the permanent residents. All the people of the city have a stake 
in its capital improvements—its schools, hospitals, highways, etc. And all the 
taxpayers will help pay the carrying charges on such bond issues. Nowhere 
in the United States is the right to vote on bond issues limited to the so-called 
“nermanent residents” of a community. 


Mr. Gattoway. Thank you, sir. 

The Cuairman. Dr. Galloway, we are much obliged to you for your 
testimony. 

Mr. GaLtoway. You are welcome, sir. 
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The Cuairman. If the people of the District are not granted the 
right of self-government it will not be your fault. 

Mr. Gattoway. Thank you, sir. [ Applause. ] 

The Cuamman. We are going to interrupt the agenda as prepared 
by the clerk to hear from Senator Smith of Maine. That is always a 
privilege and a pleasure. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MARGARET CHASE SMITH, MEMBER OF THE 
UNITED STATES SENATE FROM THE STATE OF MAINE 


Senator Smirn. Mr. Chairman, I have had the very great privilege 
of serving on this District of Columbia Committee last year, under 
the distinguished chairman, Mr. Neely of West Virginia. 

I was a cosponsor, you will remember, of the bill last year, and did 
my bit toward its passage. 

I come here to express my continued support of this measure, hop- 
ing very much that we can see that it passes both the House and the 
Senate in this Eighty-second Congress. 

I will continue to do my bit, and I am very pleased to have this 
opportunity to so express myself. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrman. Thank you, Mrs. Smith. You have been a Joan 
of Are in endeavoring to get self-government in the District of 
Columbia. 

Senator SmirH. There is one way that one can learn about the 
District, and that is to serve on this committee, and it is a privilege 
that we should all enjoy. Thank you. 

The Cratrman. We regret that you are not with us on this com- 
mittee any longer. We have wonderful persons on the committee now, 
but we have never ceased to regret that you found it necessary to 
leave it. 

Senator Smirv. Thank you. 

The Cuatrrman. We hope you will come often. 

Senator Smrrn. Thank you. | Applause. 

The Cuamman. The next witness is Mr. Jesse Manbeck, secretary, 
Central Suffrage Conference, Inc. 





STATEMENT OF JESSE B. MANBECK, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
CENTRAL SUFFRAGE CONFERENCE, INC. 


Mr. Manpeck. Senator, I am going to try to save a little time here, 
if the committee will so permit, by just reading excerpts, and then 
giving the stenotypist the complete document. 

The CuHatrman. You may proceed as you wish. 

Mr. Manneck. My name is Jesse B. Manbeck of 1 Scott Circle NW. 

I am appearing here today as an American citizen who has resided 
in the District of Columbia for more than 15 years, continuously. 

I am, and have been, for the past 5 years the executive secretary of 
the Central Suffrage Conference, Inc., of the District of Columbia. 
I am a past secretary of the District of Columbia Society of the Sons 
of the American Revolution, and a former president of Columbia 
Typographical Union No. 101, A. F. of L.—America’s oldest labor 
union, now in its one hundred and thirty-sixth year of coetinuous 
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existence here in Washington, D. C., the Nation’s Capital, and who 


has supplied a mayor for the city of W ashington in 1836, namely 
Peter Forest. 

The Central Suffrage Conference, through its officers, trustees, dele- 
gates, and members represents in excess of 400,000 residents of the 
District of Columbia. It represents all segments of the population, 
churehes, citizens’ associations, labor unions, fraternal orders, political 
clubs, businessmen, professional people, women’s organizations—and 
the home rule headquarters maintained to coordinate the crusade to 
restore self-government to the Nation’s Capital is a subcommittee 
of our organization. 

Unlike the District Commissioners, the Central Suffrage Confer- 
ence is working hard to bring about home rule in the District and 
thus eliminate its justification for existence. 

Weare 100 percent for S. 656. 

Unlike the Washinates Board of Trade, the Central Suffrage Con- 
ference will derive no gain or profit from achieving its objective, and 
no officer, trustee, or member is paid anything in our nonprofit organi- 
zation. 

For the record, I would like to repeat the statement I made last 
week before the Senate District Subcommittee and its District clinic 
hearing, that the District of Columbia and its residents are the cap- 
tives of the Washington Board of Trade, whose 8,000 members, pay- 
ing $25 per year, make it very profitable to oppose self-government 
here. 

No current District Commissioner contributes one cent to the Cen- 
tral Suffrage Conference in support of its program, but you will 
doubtless find those same District Commissioners holding member- 
ships in the Washington Board of Trade, and thus supporting that 
organization’s program of opposition to District self-government, 
suffrage, and home rule. 

I want also to quote for the record the exact language of the Presi- 
dent, James Madison, when the District of Columbia was created: 

The indispensable necessity of complete authority at the seat of government 
carries its own evidence with it. The extent of this Federal District is suffi- 
ciently circumscribed to satisfy every jealousy of an opposite nature. And as it 
is to be appropriated to this use with the consent of the State ceding it: 

(a) as the State will no doubt provide in the compact for the rights and 
the consent of the citizens inhabiting it ; as the inhabitants will find sufficient 
inducements of interest to become willing partners to the cession; as they 
will have had their voice in the government which is exercising authority 
over them; as a municipal legislature for local purposes derived from their 
own suffrages will, of course, be allowed them; and as the authority of the 
legislature of the State and of the inhabitants of the ceded part of it, to 
concur in the cession will be derived from the whole people of the State in 
their adoption of the Constitution, every imaginable objection seems to be 
obviated. 

I am going to conclude; in other words, the American citizens resid- 
ing in the District of Columbia have for more than 75 years been 
deprived of their full constitutional rights by act of Congress. 

The founding fathers never intended there should be such denial. 
President Madison, at the time the District was created, publicly 
assured the then residents of Washington that their own local self- 
government rights would “be allowed them.” 
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For 74 years, this was so. The quick passage of S. 656 would 
restore these rights, as exercised for 74 years. 

As a descendant of a chairman of the Liberty Boys of 1776, who 
helped to supply ammunition and the Pennsylvania rifles used by 
Gen. George Washington’s Army, there could not be a more fitting 
time to report this bill out favorably for Senate action, so that Wash- 
ington’s birthday this year could also become the birthday of the 
Americanization of the District of Columbia. 

The American citizens of Washington owe an inestimable debt of 
gratitude to you, Senator Neely, for your splendid work to restore 
self-government to the American residents in the Nation’s Capital. 
[Applause.] 

The Cuatrrman. The people of the District, if they continue to carry 
on energetically and enthusiastically until the desired result has been 

whieved, will have paid me any debt that they ever owed. 

Mrs. Gertrude Evans, representing the Progressive Party of the 
District of Columbia, is recognized. 


STATEMENT OF GERTRUDE EVANS, REPRESENTING THE PROGRES- 
SIVE PARTY OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mrs. Evans. It seems repetitious to go into all these details again. 
Of course, the Progressive Party, as in the past, supports any etfort 
toward self-government in the District of Columbia. 

We think it is a real disgrace, as others who preceded me have 
pointed out, that we do not have a franchise in the District of 
Columbia, so we wish to go on record in support of any measure that 
will help to achieve this end for the voteless citizens of the District. 

We feel, of course, as we said in the past, that all the ills and inade- 
quacies in the District are due to the present set-up. The Board of 
Commissioners do not have any responsibilities to the citizens of the 
District, so, therefore, the conditions as they exist, and all the evils 
that we pointed out last week in the clinic which you held, those 
prevailed. 

A very striking example of that appeared in today’s Post, which 
showed the conditions of working mothers, under which they suffer 
as a result of the abolition of the child day-care centers. Th: at is just 
one example of conditions here in the District of Columbia. 

If the people had the vote, no doubt they would see that we had 
adequate care and protection for the children of working people. 
This prevails, of course, these conditions prevail, in schools, and so 
on, as we said last week. 

There are features that we say should be added to any bill, that is, 
any bill for home rule in the District of Columbia. 

We feel that—we are in agreement there should be elected a city 
council and an elected school board, board of education, rather; the 
elections, we feel should be held on a precinct basis, and that the 
city council should have as wide legislative powers as possible. 

We would support a movement for the voting age to correspond to 
the age for military service, 18 years, and we also are in accord with 


previous speakers who agree that people who vote in the States should 
vote locally here in the District. 
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We also feel that there should be provisions that the Federal con- 
tribution to the government should be increased, that it should be 
equal to the amount of taxes that the Federal Government would pay 
if not exempt, and that there should be provision for floating bond 
issues for capital outlays. 

Our support, of course, is to the reorganization of the government 
of the District of Columbia. We feel that is very important. As has 
been pointed out before, it means reorganization and streamlining, 
but we feel that any bill, any charter, for the District of Columbia, 
as a home-rule bill would be, should have provisions in this bill whereby 
the existing pattern of segregation and discrimination would be 
abolished. There should be no discrimination in the operation of the 

services furnished by the Government or contracted by them. This 
would include the abolition of the dual school system and the dis- 
criminatory practices of the Recreation Department. 

We agree with the others that the people of the District do want 
home rule, the great majority of the people; that has been clearly 
shown in several plebiscites that were held in the District. 

1 just want to say that we feel that the people of the District, the 
majority of the people, do want the vote. They do not want to be 
classed as second-rate citizens, and that has been clearly shown in 
several plebiscites which were held, and; as someone else pointed out, 
the number of organizations and persons who have appeared before 
the committees of both the Senate and the House so indicate, and 
it appears to be the interests of the Board of Trade and so on, who 
are blocking this movement of the right of people to have their vote: 
and we also feel that the House of Re »presentatives, of course, has been 
remiss in that the bill was passed by the Senate, but, of course, it die d 
in the House, and hope that we will have more success in this session 
of Congress. 

The Cuarman. Thank you very much. | Applause. | 

(Discussion off the record.) 

The CuairmMan. We are glad to see you, Mr. Smith. 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR CLARENDON SMITH, AMERICAN 
RUSINESS ASSOCIATION 






Mr. Smiru. I come down to represent the American Business Asso- 
ciation, and as an individual I belong to 105 clubs in the city of Wash- 
ington. 

The CuHatrmman. Is this business association affiliated with the 
Board of Trade? 

Mr. Smirn. No, sir; it is affilated with the Federation of Busi- 
nessmen’s Association, although I do belong to the Board of Trade. 

The Cuatrman. You are not going to join the Board of Trade, Mr. 
Smith, when they come down to oppose the bill ¢ 

Mr. Smiru. Well, I am president of the Democratic Club. 

The CuarkMan. That answers the question so far as | am concerned. 
As a Democrat, you would be for self-government, for good self-gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. Smrru. Well, I am the third generation. My father was born 
in Virginia, but he moved to Washington right after the War Be- 
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tween the States, as we call it down in the South. He has never had 
a vote; I have never had a vote. My son, Maj. Arthur Clarendon 
Smith, Jr., has never had a vote, and I hope that when the fourth 
generation comes along, with your help, and the help of the Senate, 
we hope he will have a vote. 

It is an inspiration to listen to you, because I know that I am older 
than any man in this room. 

The Cuamman. You are mistaken for once in your life. 

Mr. Smirn. We have been fighting for local suffrage, national rep- 
resentation, as long as I can remember, and I remember when Wilbur 
Finch and I, we went upstairs on the second floor and helped to start 
one of the first suffrage movements. 

I do hope and pray that with the enthusiasm that your committee 
and you, as chairman of the committee, are giving us, you are giving 
us the inspiration in the city of Washington to get our vote. 

I believe we will get it. I cannot see why—lI cannot see any reason 
for not having it, and I am doing everything I possibly can within 
the organization I belong to, to pass all the resolutions we can, and 
come up here. 

I happen to belong to the Central Suffrage Association, and the 
time is going to come when we will have a vote. The time came 
when we got in a Democratic administration, and I am glad to see 
Mrs. Margaret Smith there ac a the way before it. The only thing 
is that I am sorry, Senator, I do not have the pleasure of meeting 
that great lady. She is a credit to her party and a credit to our 
(rovernment and to your committee. 

Asa layman, I just want to make these few remarks, and come down 
and pay my respects to you, and see if I can come again and again, 
and I will come to try to vote for local representation and national 
representi ition. 

The CuatrMan. We hope that you will come often, Mr. Smith, and 
we appreciate } your support. 

Mr. Smirn. Thank you very much for the privilege of speaking 
to vou. [Applause.] 

The Cuatrman. Senator Lehman, we would like to have your com- 
ments, sir. This is Senator Lehman of the Empire State. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HERBERT H. LEHMAN, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Senator Lenman. Mr. Chairman, I am very grateful for this op- 
portunity of appearing before your committee to express my per- 
sonal opinion. 

I have no prepared statement. In fact, the invitation to appet 
here came only a short time ago, but there are certain ob: dentine 
that I really deem it a privilege to be permitted to make. 

Here we have got a city of a million inhabitants. I do not know 
the exact order of its size in the constellation of cities in the country, 
but it certainly is among the first 10 or 12. 


It is larger than any city in New York State, with the exe eption of 
New York City. 
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To me, I have never understood why there should be any question 
with regard to giving the city of Washington self-government. 

I have been impressed down here with the fact that C ongress is 
supposed to be responsible for, in the final analysis, the government 
of the city of Washington. 

Under your leadership, Mr. Chairman, representing the Senate of 
the United States and the Congress, Washington has received a great 
degree of attention, study, and consideration. But so far as the Con- 
gress, as a whole, is concerned, there are only a handful of men who 
know anything at all either about what the needs of Washington are 
or what is happening in connection with its administration. 

The CHarrman. Senator, if 1 may interrupt you, do you not think 
it is almost impossible for Senators and Members of the House to 
thoroughly familiarize themselves with these local problems / 

Senator LenMan. Quite impossible. 

The CHarrman, It is almost impossible because the demands in this 
great crisis are such that no Senator can do all the things that his 
own constituents demand of him. When the additional burden of 
passing on such questions as the right to destroy weeds is imposed, 
it is almost impossible to expect any satisfactory government for the 
District of Columbia, until the people are per mitted to vote. 

Senator Lenman. That is my observation; and I plead guilty to 
being a very good example of the lack of knowledge of the aver: age 
Member of ‘Congress, the lack of knowledge that he has with regard 
to the affairs of the city of Washington. 

The Crarman. Senator, you have a broader knowledge of this 
question than most Members of Congress. You have been Governor 
of the State of New York. As Governor you acquired a knowledge 
of these problems which no person without that kind of background 
could have. 

Senator Lenman. Thank you very much. 

As I understand your bill, the bill that is now before you, it a 
vides for the election by the people of Washington of members of : 
council. 

The Cuarrman. Yes. 

Senator LenmMan. And the creation of the Office of City Manager, 
and this Council would then, with the sanction of the people, be 
responsible for the government. 

I understand, too, that this form of government could be put into 
effect only after a referendum of the people of Washington. 

The Cuatrman. That is right. 

Senator Lenman. So that there would be no question of foisting 
unything on the people against their will. 

I can say to you, without any hesitation, Mr. Chairman, that it is 
impossible for any governing body, such as the Congress of the United 
States, or the District of Columbia Committee, to have anywhere 
near the knowledge of the needs and problems of the city, as an elected 
Council would have, a Council that would be 1 esponsible to the people, 
not men who were put in there by the President of the United States 
by appointment. 

These people would be responsible to the people, just as the mayor 
of the city of New York is, and as you and I and all the other Members 
of Congress are. 

81450—51——__8 
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I want to go one step further: You were good enough to refer to 
my know ledge of government, and I can say to you that, in my opin- 
ion, the more direct the government is, the nearer to the people that 
it is, the less they depend « on and require the sanction and authority of 
a higher body, the better government you are likely to have, because 
the people are interested in it, and they watch what is going on. 

Now, in New York State over the years we have built up what is 
substantially a system of free cities. I have always been very much 
opposed during the 14 years I was in Albany, to the government by 
the State—the State government interfering any more than was 
necessary in the government in the city of New York or Buffalo or 
Syracuse or Rochester or any other municipality, because I believe 
that the governing bodies of the cities, elected by the people, responsi- 
ble to the people, close to the situation through daily and hourly and 
continuous contacts, are much better equipped to govern than any 
higher authority, and certainly much. better equipped than any 
authority that is thereby appointed. 

Thank you very much. 

The CuamMan. Thank you very much, indeed. [ Applause. | 

Mr. Reissig, representing the Federation of Churches. It is good 
to see you again. 


STATEMENT OF FREDERICK REISSIG, REPRESENTING THE 
FEDERATION OF CHURCHES 


Mr. Retsstc. I was glad to see my former Governor give that testi- 
mony, where I did have the privilege of voting. 

The CuarrmMan. A most estimable man. 

Mr. Reissic. Mr. Senator, much has been said—I just want to make 
two or three observations. First of all, I would like to refer to a 
remark that Senator Lehman made regarding foisting anything on 
the District. 

I believe that even though the District people did not want suffrage, 
they ought to assume that responsibility, and I cannot see why we 
make any point of that, because it is their responsibility, and they 
ought not to—I mean they ought to receive it, whether they really 
like it or not. 

In the family life we ask children to assume a certain responsibility 
and take part in family life, and I believe the people of the District 
of Columbia have that same responsibility in the life of our Nation. 

Now, I would like to say and to make this observation: That the 
people on Capitol Hill who must decide whether or not we will have 
suffrage are the people who are there because of suffrage back in their 
local communities, and it would seem to me that the fact that they 
are here and are no doubt happy to be here, or they probably would 
not be here, that they ought to accord us that privilege which their 
people have and which resulted in their being put there—the people 
put them in the present position they are in. 

Then, I would like to say that I do not think for one moment that 
home rule is a panacea, and yet, when it comes to the problems we 
have in our community life, that is, the glaring problems such as 
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housing and slums, our racial, our segregation pattern, our crime 
record, our delinquency record, our terrific liquor consumption 
record, when it comes to: those, I am not absolutely sure whether 
home rule will help too much. But, nevertheless, then it will be the 
people’s responsibility, and I think that when they do have that 
responsibility, perhaps then something could be done. 

We are sort of a frustrated people, and a frustrated people are 
really not good citizens. 

Then, I believe very firmly—and this is one of my strong reasons 
for home rule, and I might say, Mr. Chairman, that [ am not speaking 
for myself now when | speak on home rule, because the Federation 
of Churches, through its board of directors, has taken action on it, 
unanimous action, endorsing home rule. 

Bishop Angus Dun, the bishop of the Episcopal diocese, was presi- 
dent of the federation when this action was taken, and there has 
been no objection on the part of our church people to that action 
that we have taken, as we have a representative body and a board 
of directors of about 110 outstanding laymen, men and women of 
various walks of life, and clergymen, and they have taken that action. 
L wanted that to go into the record. 

But the one main reason why I am for home rule, along with some 
of the others that have, of course, been mentioned, is that we have in 
Washington something that will draw us together into a community, 
so that we can have a community spirit. 

We have been terrifically embarrassed in the last few years with the 
failure, for instance, of the United Community Services, the Com- 
munity Chest, while other cities across the country have made their 
budget, and we have failed, and I think it is a part of this total pic- 
ture, that the people of the community do not have the community 
spirit, 

I believe that if we had home rule, if we had something to say about 
our government, that the government was responsible to our people, 
I believe that we could develop something of an esprit de corps, even 
though this is somewhat of a transient city, we could develop a com- 
munity spirit and tackle some of these major problems. 

I believe that is all, Mr. Chairman, that I want to say. I certainly 
endorse many things that have been said, and I do hope that we will 
accomplish home rule, and I want to express my own personal appre- 
ciation again to you for Job’s patience in sitting here day by day in 
these hearings, listening to these remarks from so many people, and 
we, in the District, will want you to know that we appreciate all the 
time that you are giving to us in trying to accomplish what we are 
after, and even if we did not think we wanted it we should have it. 

The Cuairman. Well, Dr. Reissig, you have been a great inspira- 
tion to me. [ Applause. | 

I know of no person in the District who has shown more enthusiasm 
for reform than you. It is deeply appreciated. 

We have the very great privilege to have present one of the great 
statesmen of the Nation, Mr. Monroney, a newly elected Senator. 
Mr. Monroney is an old friend and colleague of mine. for I had 
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the pleasure of serving in the House of Representatives with him. 
Mr. Monroney and Senator La Follette were chiefly responsible for 
the Congressional Reorganization Act. 


STATEMENT OF HON. A. S. (MIKE) MONRONEY, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Senator Monroney. Mr. Chairman, it is an honor to appear before 
this committee. I am interested in home rule for the District from 
two standpoints: The first standpoint is as a result of our study on 
the reorganization of Congress. 

As you know, that was one of our recommendations in our first 
report that Congress extend to the District the right of home rule. 

We extended that as a result of our studies to ‘try to find a way to 
dispense with some of the extraneous workload that is placed upon 
the National Congress. We have limited manpower. Our problems 
have grown a thousandfold over the years since the turn of the century 
when C ongress used to, perhaps, be able to adequately give attention 
to its own national business and the problems of the District of Co- 
lumbia, and those nice horse-and-buggy days of 1900 today with world 
problems and matters of tremendous national and international im- 
portance, it seems difficult to block out the valuable time of the Na- 
tional Congress and vote the House and the Senate for the considera- 
tion of purely local bills. 

One of the examples that, I think, point this up most clearly was 
2 or 3 years ago, when we had the question of the British loan. It 
was some billions of dollars involved therein, and involved high in- 
ternational policy. 

We had to quit in the middle of that loan so that we could spend a 
whole afternoon discussing whether rockfish of 10 or 12 inches long 
could be sold in the District of Columbia, and we spent the whole 
afternoon on the question of rockfish. That is a rather extreme ex- 
ample of the waste of the National Congress’ time in the extraneous 
duty of running the District of Columbia. 

We tied down some of our most valuable members in serving very 
patriotically and without any chance of any recognition in their 
home district being given, to serving the District of Columbia. 

The Cuamman. It is not popular back home. 

Senator Monroney. I have known men to be defeated back home 
because their opponents have taken the record of how many hundreds 
of bills Congressman X introduced for the District of Columbia and 
how few he introduced for the citizens of his own State, which is a 
matter that would cause some concern. 

The Members that serve on it do it at a great sacrifice to their na- 
tional obligations and to their own State obligations, and I know from 
personal experience there is no man in the Senate or the House who 
has that much extra time that he can easily allocate to the difficult 
job of trying to serve what I say is the city council for the District of 
Columbia. 

I believe that the Congress would be doing itself a great favor in 
expediting its national problem that the Constitution cut out for it 
to do if it turned over to the people of the District of Columbia the 
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right of home rule, and, therefore, from that standpoint I certainly 
urge that this committee favorably consider legislation to that end. 

The No. 2 point that I would like to make observation upon is that 
we believe in democracy everywhere; we are now trying as hard as 
we can around the world to demonstrate our belief, trust, and faith 
in the rights of people to self-government. 

Communities in Oklahoma of 250 or 500 people are granted munici- 
pal rights to run their own business. I cannot see why the National 
Capital out of all the cities or towns in the United States should not 
be trusted to be able to run their affairs as a municipal government. 

I believe the Constitution and the Federal laws would require some 
surveillance of this by the Congress and by the President. But I be- 
lieve it could be on the basis, as I think 1s proposed in some of the 
drafts of the bills before you, that those proper safeguards which will 
properly take care of the Federal interest in the Nation’s Capital can 
“asily be provided and safely be provided, and that given the oppor- 
tunity to have home rule affect their own municipal organization, to 
handle their own municipal affairs, that this community would not be 
any different from the tens of thousands of other communities that 
are seeming to get along all right under home rule. 

I feel, as other witnesses have testified, that the community needs 
that feeling of political responsibility, and if given that opportunity 
would certainly live up to that standard and, therefore, L can see no 
reason other than perhaps a difference on the means of approach, of 
how you accomplish home rule which, of course, would be subject to 
committee consideration and final action in the Senate and the House. 

I certainly think that this committee is to be congratulated on its 
efforts to bring that about, to pass legislation that will be acceptable 
to the Senate and to the House, to the end that we can extend democ- 
racy to the Nation’s Capital. 

| appreciate the opportunity of being here, and I want to again con- 
gratulate the distinguished chairman on the work which he has so 
energetically performed and is so energetically performing. 

The CuarrmMan. Thank you for coming, and for your support of 
this bill. We believe, while you did not say it specifically, that it has 
your support, subject to correction of any imperfections. 

Senator Monroney. As I understand the bill, it generally is in the 
direction that I think we must go with the proper election of your 
city council and representation in the National Government and ap- 
pointive members in the city council, and the proper veto by the Con- 
gress within 45 days and the veto by the President, in addition to 
that, within 10 days, which would give the protection which I think 
the Constitution requires of congressional control over the District. 
But that does not mean that we have to allocate every nickel or every 
dime for everything through the National Congress in appropriations 
committees and to consider all of the tax legislation for the District of 
Columbia, and city ordinances and things of that kind in the National 
Congress, rather than in the city council, where it rightfully belongs. 

The Cuatrman. Well, thank you ever so much, Senator. 

Senator Monronry. Thank you, sir. [ Applause. | 

The Cuarman. The next witness is Mrs. Charlotte Sillers, repre- 
senting the Women’s Auxiliary, United Public Workers of America. 
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STATEMENT OF CHARLOTTE SILLERS, WOMEN’S AUXILIARY, 
UNITED PUBLIC WORKERS OF AMERICA 


Mrs. Sitters. I am Mrs. Charlotte Sillers, representing the Women’s 
Auxiliary, United Public Workers of America. 

Again I am glad of the opportunity of appearing before Senator 
Neely to give our support to any measure of home rule for the District 
of Columbia. 

I also am glad to have seen Senator Lehman here. As I testified the 
last time, we who vote in the States feel as though we are paying a poll 
tax to vote. I have not given up my right to vote in the State because 
I have become a resident of the District of Columbia. I think it is a 
wonderful thing that other Senators have come to testify for home 
rule, and I hope that it will have its influence not only on the passage 
this year of this bill in the Senate but also in the House, where it failed 
of passage. 

The Cuaiman. Is it not a favorable circumstance that the sena- 
torial endorsement of the legislation here this afternoon was biparti- 
san, two Republicans and two Democrats / 

Mrs, Sitters. Yes,I do. I think it isa very good sign. 

You have referred, both in this hearing and in the legislative clinic 
last week, to newspaper articles, one in Bangkok, I think, and some 
other foreign country, but closer to home—— 

The CHarrMan. The other was a broadcast from Moscow. 

Mrs. Sitters. Closer to home in the Post last week was a letter from 
a Canadian living in the capital city of Canada who very much sur- 
prised at the fact that Washingtonians do not vote. 

He pointed out that there there is cooperation between the Federal 
and city government as to planning and the general beautification of 
the city, but that the city itself is governed by local franchise. 

That is a part of the British Commonwealth of Nations, and we are 
no longer a part of that. I think that we again ought to raise the 
Revolutionary slogan and see to it that this time we defeat the same 
forces that tried to put it over in the eighteenth century. 

On the particular bill in question about the same sort of testimony 
I gave before I would like to give again, but very briefly because it is 
late. 

We approve of the election of the City Council Manager; we approve 
the particular form of government that is being suggested. 

We do think that it ought to be on a ward basis or a precinct basis, 
instead of city-wide, and in view of the fact that today we are asking 
young men.to fight for us at the age of 18, I think they could be given 
the privilege of voting at that age. 

The financial structure of the city, I think, also could be taken care 
of in a little fairer manner than it is now, and a provision should be in 
this bill to allow the Federal Government to contribute its portion of 
the revenue commensurate with the taxes from which it is exempt. 

I think the sales tax should be abolished. Of course, that might 
not be part of the bill. 

The CuarrMan. I was one of the few who voted against the sales 
tax, but I think inclusion of the provision you suggest would be a great 
handicap to the passage of the bill. 
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Mrs. Sitters. I just mention that in passing. 

The Cuairrman. It would be a handicap if that were incorporated in 
this bill. 

Mrs. Sitters. The other main item, I think, that should be included 
is the civil-rights provision in the Kefauver-Taft bill, so that the pat- 
tern that exists today in the District of segregation and discrimina- 
tion will be abolished and will be taken care of at the same time that 
we are being given our full voting privileges. 

The Cuarrman. You say you think that ought to be included 
this bill ¢ 

Mrs. Siuuers. I do. 

The Cuarrman. You would not want to have a death warrant de- 
creed for the bill? 

Mrs. Sitters. Definitely not. 

The Cuarrman. If you put the civil-rights provision in this bill 
you could not get a vote on the bill in the Senate. 

Mrs. Sitters. Well, that is what we were told 2 or 3 years ago when 
the House practically filibustered it without that provision. We have 
been told that right along. 

The Cuarrman. I am certain that you could not even get a vote 
on the bill if the prov ision you suggest Is included. 

Mrs. Sitiers. Then I would say this: Let us have a vote and we 
will take care of that as far as the schools, the restaurants, and all the 
other facilities of the District government are concerned. 

The Cnatrman. I am going to do everything I can to get this bill 
passed through the Senate. You cannot put the civil-rights provision 
in without killing the bill. Ihave been a consistent supporter of civil- 
rights legislation but I cannot be a party to putting something in the 
home-rule bill that is going to kill it. 

Mrs. Sitters. Of course, you will remember that when it was de- 
bated in the House—-I think it was the Auchincloss bill on which this 
bill was patterned—the debate was tantamount to a filibuster, and this 
provision was not in it and, as I say, while we would like to see it at 
this point included because it would give full citizenship rights, 
nevertheless if that is what you feel is going to kill it, let us have the 
vote and we will take care of legislation that will make us a 
democratic—— : 

The Cuarrman. I am not in favor of prejudicing the opportunity 
that exists to make considerable progress on this home-rule bill at this 
session of Congress. I am hopeful it will be enacted. 

Mrs. Sitiers. Well, I think that I am hoping that all of the prestige 
engendered by the Senators who have appeared here today will make 
itself felt in the House, that these extensive hearings will not have 
been in vain here. 

I know you have held numerous hearings, both at this session and 
other sessions of Congress, and I think it is about time we did 
something. 

Again, my feeling is that apathy does not exist in the District as 
much as it.does in the C ongress; if not apathy, then active antagonism. 

The Cuatrman. I think there has been considerable improvement 
in the last 12 months. 

Mrs. Siuiers. Yes. 
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The Cuarrman. I think there is more interest in self-government 
than at any time since I came to the Congress. 

Mrs. Sruters. Well, the District citizens and the Congress working 
in the same direction cannot help but succeed. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. The next on the list is Mr. Stanley Gewirtz, repre- 
senting Americans for Democratic Action. 


STATEMENT OF STANLEY GEWIRTZ, PRESIDENT, WASHINGTON 
CHAPTER, AMERICANS FOR DEMOCRATIC ACTION 


Mr. Gewrrrz. I am speaking again today, as I did last week, as 
president of the Washington chapter of Americans for Democratic 
Action and I appreciate this opportunity in this friendly climate to 
warm up for your brethren on the other side of the Capitol. 

1 think, Senator, that you indicated to us in Washington who were 
so sincerely interested, as you were, in self-government, of your com- 
plete cooperation, and the fact that you are making this forum avail- 
able for us to tell you what we think, so that the people in the city can 
get a pretty good idea of the fairly unanimous opinion that exists 
with respect to self-government, and home rule in particular. 

The Cuairman. We are grateful to you because you have helped 
to improve the prospects for success. After you get through Senator 
Humphrey is going to testify. I am sure he is going to approve 
everything you say in behalf of the ADA. 

Mr. Gewirrz. Well, I know we in ADA have not got a better sales- 
man than Senator Humphrey on the Hill. 

[ do not want to repeat too much of what has been said here yester- 
day and today, but there are certain portions of it that I think need 
underscoring. 

I was a little shocked when I read the newspaper this morning and 
saw the statement that had been made here yesterday by the Corpora- 
tion Counsel, Mr. West. 

The Cuatrman. What do you suppose was the effect on me? 

Mr. Grwirrz. Well, sitting here opposite Mr. West, it is hard to 
imagine or to define precisely the extent of your shock. Mine was 
via the newspapers and yours was via the ear and eye. I think, as a 
matter of fact, that that sort of statement on the part of a representa- 
tive of the officials of the District who, presumably, is speaking on 
behalf of the District—since I think his statement was made on behalf 
of the president of the Commissioners—is, in a sense, something that 
requires an apology on the part of the District Commissioners. 

I would like, on behalf of my organization, to applaud Commis- 
sioner-designate Donohue’s absolutely straightforward approach and, 
at the same time, to absolutely deplore the weasel-worded statement 
offered yesterday by the Corporation Counsel, which did nothing ex- 
cept to draw a red herring of constitutionality across the path of the 
proposed traditional self-government for the citizens of the District. 

This statement of the Corporation Counsel is a self-serving state- 
ment without any affirmative recommendation. ‘It is the polite nod 
in the direction of home rule rather than the aggressive push that 
this type of legislation needs, and the kind of statement in here that 
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“we don’t believe that home rule would add anything to the ¢ ‘leanness, 
honesty, and freedom of graft and corruption of our city government, 
is precisely illustrative of why we here in the District need home 
rule. 

As a matter of fact, an individual responsible to an electorate would 
find himself a private citizen rather than a public servant shortly 
after the type of absurd utterance that Mr. West made before this 
committee yesterday. 

The Cuatrman. I will never knowingly cast my vote for the con- 
firmation of anybody who would make the sort of statement that you 
just read. 

Mr. Gewirrz. We heartily concur. 

The Cuatrman. I felt humiliated that anyone could say that the 
the people of the District are so Incapable and disinterested that they 
would not clean up the streets, or do anything about crime here. It 
is preposterous. . 

Mr. Gewrrtz. We could not agree with you more heartily, Senator. 

One of the things that makes us a little unhappy is that not only 
was this not an affirmative statement, but on reading some portions 
of the statement that Mr. West delivered yesterday, we must come up 
with the conclusion that maybe he is not a very good lawyer, because 
when he comments on the fact that there is some question as to the 
constitutionality of the legislative proposal, he is flying in the face, 
as Mr. Galloway previously said, of some very fine statements by 
some very expert constitutional authorities, and he i s particularly 
refusing to recognize the fact that there is still—if cea is any con- 
stitutional question—a@&tring in the hands of the Congress in terms of 
this 45-day opportunity for veto which, in my opinion, would make 
the thing completely constitutional. 

There are some other things in Mr. West’s statement that 1 think 
I would like to mention again. He points to the fact on page 7 of 
his statement that the Commissioners are opposed to extending the 
privilege of voting to those who are not domiciled in the District or 
to retain the voting privileges elsewhere. Those are the words of 
Mr. West, and the Commissioners, but I wonder if the thoughts are 

not the thoughts of other people, a minority in this city, who appar- 
ently are still continuing to dictate to the Commissioners. 

The number of Federal workers here is just about one-fifth of the 
population: they will not control this city. 

The number of people who are domiciled here constitutes about 
nine-tenths or eight-ninths of the people who live in Washington. 
They are entitled to home rule, and the city will not be run by 
outsiders. 

On page 4 of his statement Mr. West, I think, purposely miscon- 
strues a portion of this legislation, by pointing to the fact that the 
ability to finance capital projects would create an unprecedented 
bonded indebtedness. What he neglects to point out is that the 
method of paying that bonded indebtedness by real property assess- 
ment is merely one of the methods in which those bonds may be paid 
off. There are other methods and other revenues which may be 
obtained, and you will recall that when I was here last week speaking 
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at your Neely clinic, I made the statement that what we need here 
in the District is not only higher income taxes, but enforcement 
machinery, and possibly greater alcohol taxes. 

By pinpointing the story on bonded indebtedness, by catering, in a 
sense, to the small percentage of people who own most of the real 
property in the District, he creates an unfair bias and prejudice which 

“asts a shroud over a very decent and wonderful bill. 

He further goes on to discuss the constitutional questions that are 
involved in zoning. I dare say that anything that is constitutional 
will not be made unconstitutional by this bill. 

L would like to submit a prepared statement, Senator Neely, for the 
record, 

I should like, in closing, to merely quote out of it some of these— 
they may be repetitive, but I would like to state them just the same— 
the basic reasons, the five basic reasons, why we in ADA feel that 
home rule is essential : 

It is essential to our self-respect as citizens of the United States 
and to the efforts of this country to spread democratic ideals and prac- 
tices throughout the world. 

It is essential if the local government is to provide the services 
which the residents want and provide them on efficient basis. 

It is essential to any substantial improvement in the public-school 
system. 

It is essential if the working people of the District are to have their 
just share of influence in District affairs. 

And it is essential to any solution of the problem of civil rights. 

I agree completely with you, and I know @pu feel as strongly as 
we do on the Commission for human rights. “I do not believe it has 
any place in this bill. I think if you give the people of Washington, 
who are essentially decent, an opportunity to make their own decisions, 
they will create commissions of that type within their own electorate. 

The residents of the District, I think, have been described by you 
quite accurately as political eunuchs. I think this is the time and 
this is the occasion to give the citizens of Washington back their 
manhood. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you ever so much. 

Among those who have been in the Senate sittce my return there is 
none greater than the distinguished gentleman we are about to hear. 
Senator Humphrey, is a representative of one of the great States 
of the United States, a former college professor, a great liberal, a 
great American, a great orator, a great statesman, and a great patriot. 
Senator Humphrey, you have the floor. [ Applause. | 


STATEMENT OF HON. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


Senator Humpnrey. I surely want to thank my very kind and dis- 
tinguished friend, the Senator from West Vi irginia, Mr. Neely. I 
know that his commendatory and laudator Vv remarks were an indica 
tion to me that it would be best that I limit my remarks to a very 


brief and yet «pointed observation, and I am going to try to do 
that. 
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I have a prepared statement, Senator Neely, and I want to adhere 
to it. 

[ am happy to appear today in support of the proposed legislation 
to restore the rights of home rule to the citizens of the District of 
Columbia. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, I have had the privilege to be, along 
with yourself and other Senators, a cosponsor of S. 656, just as I was a 
supporter last year of similar legislation. 

The present government of the District of Columbia is an antique 
curiosity, surviving from more leisurely days, when Washington was 
still little more than a good-sized village, and when Congress had more 
time to consider the regulation of starlings and goats. 

The commission government, from the first, involved an ironical 
denial of the fundamental American right of self-government in the 
capital of the American democracy. Under present conditions, the use 
of Congress as a local legislature for the District is also an imposition 
on Congressmen and their constituents. 

As the proclaimed champion of democracy in a world of conflict, 
and also the proclaimed champion of representative government, this 
country cannot afford the hixury of undemocratic aberrations in its 
form of government. 

So long as we put up with the arbitrary rule of American citizens 
by persons in whose selection they have no part, we are vulnerable to 
criticism as being inconsistent and, if I may be equally frank, hypo- 
critical. 

It makes no difference how clean the streets of Washington may be 
or how wide its boulevards or how free from graft. the commission 
government remains a form of carpetbag rule. That 800,000 American 
citizens should today be denied the right to decide what local taxes 
they should pay, and how such taxes are to be expended would, I think, 
be a cause for astonishment to most of the people of the United States 
if it were widely known. ‘ 

May I just digress for a moment: I cannot imagine, in view of my 
somewhat limited and yet intensive experience as a municipal official 
and, by the way, our distinguished chairman is likewise a former 
mayor of a fine city—I cannot imagine what would happen in my home 
town of Minneapolis, Minn., if one would impose the tax upon us, a 
local tax, where the representatives of the people in that locality had 
absolutely nothing to say about it. 

First of all, just to get any kind of a tax is a major municipal 
operation. To think that you can get anyone to pay the tax if it 
were not imposed by the will of the people through their elected 
representatives, is something that goes far beyond any experience that 
I have ever known in municipal government. 

[ am sure that out in the Midwest, and I am sure that that includes 
the great western State of West Virginia, that such action of taxation 
without representation would again stir up a new Boston Tea Party. 

The CHarrman. Precisely. 

Senator Humpurey. From a congressional point of view, it is 
hardly less important that’ some of us have to spend, as members of 
District committees of the two Houses, a very large part of our time 
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on purely local matters, and that all of us share responsibilities for 

decisions on such matters when they come to the floors of the Congress. 

It is absurd that the time of Congressmen, men elected to govern in 
the Government of the United States of America, and men who have 
great responsibility to their own constituency from their own districts, 
it is absurd that that time should be spent on most of the subjects of 
District legislation. 

Now, I believe Senator Monroney spoke or testified before this com- 
mittee, and I know that Senator Monroney is one of the outstand- 
ing experts in our Congress on the matter of expediting the work of 
our Congress, and on improving the rules that pertain to the control 
of congressional legislative matters, and while I did not have a chance 
to hear the testimony of Senator Monroney, I have spoken to him 
about this, and I know’that he feels that one way that we could im- 
prove the working of Congress, to expedite its work, particularly on 
the great issues that affect our country, is to support home rule for 
the District of Columbia, to get this minutia of detail the small local 
ordinances, which ought to be handled by a city council, away from 
the committees of Congress and from the floor of the Senate and the 
floor of the House. 

These subjects do not affect the national interest in the capital. The 
subject which the Congress legislates on, that pertains to the District 
of Columbia, most of these subjects would be handled in our own 
constituencies at the level of a city or a town council. 

I know that the home rule bill before this committee will remedy 
both of the existing defects to which I have referred. 

Only by such system as is provided in the bill for the adoption of 
legislative proposals by the city council and their enactment into law 
in the absence of a congressional or Presidential veto, can Congress 
and the President be relieved of the present ridiculous responsibility 
for District legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say this: Here is a period in human history 
when our President is beseiged by tremendous problems of world-wide 
importance, and great problems of domestic importance, this whole 
picture of wage stabilization, economic stabilization, the whole pro- 
gram of defense mobilization, this vast and intricate problem of our 
foreign relations. 

Then, to think that the President of the United States has got to 
take time out of his day to act as a mayor for the District of Colum- 
bia is incredible, utterly incredible. 

I also want to point out, Mr. Chairman, one observation which I 
would like to make. The city of Washington, D. C., is a beautiful 
city, and its beauty is in its boulevards, its parks, its trees, its build- 
ings, its monuments, its historical settings, the beautiful Potomac, 
and all, but there is something else, some kind of beauty that this city 
lacks, and it is the kind of beauty that can even make a coal-mining 
town or a mining town in Montana or a little town in the timberlands 
in Minnesota look very beautiful. 

The beauty I refer to is the beauty of community spirit, and if 
there is anything that Washington, D. C., lacks it is the community 
spirit, that kind of fellowship that comes from knowing that you 
are a part of a community where you have something to say about it. 
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You cannot have pride of ownership and pride of citizenship unless 
you were a participant and 

The CuarrMAn. Unless you enjoy some of the rights. 

Senator Humpurey (continuing). Enjoy some of the rights of citi- 
zenship, and here in the District, the pride of ¢ itizenship pe irtic ipation, 
the honor of being a first-class citizen, and a first-class nation in the 
world, is denied approximately 800,000 people. It is absolutely in- 
credible to assume that the Government employees would dominate 
this city, as a previous witness said, is beyond the realm of fact; and 
the Corporation Counsel who testified—I read his testimony only as it 
was reported by the press—does not represent what I would call from 
my part of the country a good citizen. He does not represent that 
kinif of citisenship spirit where people are jealous of their local rights. 

As you know very well, in a community of 500,000, 200,000, or a 
million or a community. of 10,000, to amend a city charter arouses 
the interest of every citizen in the community. Why? Because when 
an amendment of a city charter comes up, it affects the basic rights 
of every individual in that community. 

Here is a city that has been politically sterilized. It actually has 
been denied the law of the land; these people have been denied an 
opportunity to even be what you can call in a democratic sense citizens. 

I repeat that a community without a vote is a community without 
spirit, and citizens without a vote are in essence colonial citizens. 
They represent what we fought against in this country in 1776. 

It does not fundamentally affect my State, but it does affect the 
regard that the people of my State have for their entire Government, 
and I know that if I went up and down the highways and by = ays of 
my State and said that down in W ashington, D. C., the Nation’s 
Cc spat, that the people who have lived there ‘all their lives, have homes, 
are taxpayers in that community, have not even as much as the right 
to vote for a Member of Congress, as well as a local alderman or 
councilman, they would liter ‘ally be horrified. Why, that just is not 
heard of any place except in Washington, and, I might say, in the 
satellite countries. The only place where you are denied the right to 
vote are in the countries behind the iron curtain. There, at least, you 
have the right to vote for the slate that is put out by the Cominform. 
But here you do not even have the right to vote on anybody’s slate. 

The only people who have the right to vote in Washington, D. C., 
are the members of the Board of Trade, and they can vote for their 
own officers, and I must say, while I have no right to criticize the 
Board of Trade, because I know nothing of its membership except 
what I have read in the press, I can honestly say that any government, 
any community that depends for its inspiration and its guidance and 
its direction upon any private organization, whether it is labor or 
business or whether it is education or whatever it m: iv be, is a com- 
munity without any real sense of direction, because the job of govern- 
ment is to work w ith organizations and to ¢ ‘orrelate the efforts of these 
private organizations toward the community’s good; and Washington 
finds itself with many fine private, or what I call semipublic, organi- 
zations, labor movements, the Board of Trade, the PTA, but no place 
to go. 
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The only place that they can go is to the Commissioners appointed 
by the President. 

It would seem to me that the least that could be done, if we are 
going to have government by indirection in the District of Columbia, 
is to see that they would have a right to vote for the President of the 
United States, since he is making the appointments. 

But under, of course, S. 656 there will be what I would call a con- 
stitutional local government organization in this city, and Washing- 
ton will become a much more beautiful and much better city for it. 

I commend your efforts, Mr. Chairman, and I hope that the Con- 
gress of the United States will see that this great Capital City stands 
out like—let me put it this way—that it does not stand out like a spot 
on the sun of democracy—that is the way it stands out now. It is just 
like a blur on the sun of democracy, and it ought to be one of the stars 
in the heavenly orbit of freedom. Unfortunately, it is not. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. [ Applause. | 

The CHarrman. The next witness is Mrs. Helen Duey Hoffman. 


STATEMENT OF HELEN DUEY HOFFMAN, WASHINGTON BRANCH, 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY WOMEN 


Mrs. Horrman. My testimony, Mr. Senator, will take about 2 min- 
utes. I am speaking for the American Association of University 
Women, Washington branch. 

That organization has 1,100 branches over the country, and is a 
member of the International Federation of University Women, which 
has a membership organization all over the world. 

About 4 years ago at their biennial convention in Dallas, Tex., they 
voted that there should be some measure of home rule for the District 
of Columbia. There was no bill before the Congress at that time, 
but subsequently the Auchincloss bill was introduced, and they stud- 
ied it, and the Washington branch endorsed the Auchincloss bill, in 
principle. 

When that bill failed, the following year the Kefauver bill was 
studied by the Washington branch, and it was approved. That bill, 
of course, failed, and now, through the legislative committee, which 
met last night, they have reaffirmed their position on home rule for 
the District of Columbia and they approve Senate 656, the Kefauver- 
Taft bill, and hope that it passes, 

The CuamMan. Thank you ever so much, We hope it passes, too. 

The next on the list is Mr. Culver Chamberlain, representing the 
Central Suffrage Conference. 


STATEMENT OF CULVER CHAMBERLAIN, PRESIDENT, CENTRAL 
SUFFRAGE CONFERENCE 


Mr. Cuampertarn. Mr. Chairman, here I am again. I am Culver 
Chamberlain, president of the Central Suffrage Conference of the 
District of Columbia. 

Now, Senator, any attempt at eloquence on my part, after such 
brilliant demonstrations by professionals, wouid be as untimely as it 
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would be wearing on your patience, considering the lateness of the 
hour, and I shall be brief. 
The CuarrmMan. You may proceed. 
Mr. CuHaMperuain, I shall be brief, not only in deference to you, 
but to those particularly desiring to be heard, and also, Senator, we 
are anxious to expedite your committee he saving of this measure, and 
get it through the Senate, so that we can take a whack at the other 
side of C ongress in good season. 
The Central § Suffrage Conference, for which I have the honor to 
speak, is, of course, unqualifiedly for suffrage in all its aspects for the 
District. 
But first and foremost at this time we are for Senate 656, and the 
companion measure in the House of Representatives. 
The Cuarrman. These hearings will presently be adjourned to be 
continued at 10 ps tomorrow. All who are interested will be 
notified. 
(Discussion off the record.) 
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. The reason that we emphasize this measure that 
is before us, Senate 656, is primarily because we believe in first things 
first. Weare no less interested, naturally, in national representation, 
but this can be realized, as we well know, by the mere action of the 
two Houses, whereas the other matter will require a matter of prob- 
ably years to bring about. 
The Cuamman. A constitutional amendment, of course, takes time. 
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. That is right. 
Now, I am much intrigued by the discussion that has been going on 
here this afternoon, concerning the attitude of the opposition to local 
self-government. 
May I say this: There have always been Tories, Mr. Chairman. 
We, of course, have some in the District of Columbia. They are usu- 
ally people who have Tory tendencies, which are motivated, at least in 
part, by economic, or, shall we say, more frankly, selfish interests. 
It is believed that this is true of that minority, and we are confident 
that it isa minority, of those opposing self-government for the District 
of Columbia. 
I fear those in opposition are motivated by selfish vested interests 
and/or by an unreasoning and unreasonable prejudice. 
I refer to the racial minority of some 30 percent of our population. 
I shall not insult the intelligence of this committee by dignifying this 
latter untenable and ridiculous contention, which is, nevertheless, con- 
stantly whispered about. Few have the courage to come out and 
breathe it in public. 
Coming to the Board of Trade, I would like to be charitable to the 
Board of Trade. Among other reasons, I happen to be a member of 
the Board of Trade. Therefore, when its, should I say, high command, 
or tnvisible government, puts forward the statements which they do, 
1 can assure you that they do not speak unanimously for that 
organization. 
However, I believe, and one of the reasons I retain my membership 
in the Board of Trade is that I hope we can eventually convert and 
make good citizens of all these people who now are opposing these 
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measures. There is one other thing I would like to say: I also happen rule bi 
to be a member of the George Washington Post of the American compre 
Legion. It is, we are proud to say, the original post of the Legion in Colum 
the country, and I feel impelled on the eve of George Washington’s biparti 
birthday to recall that the George Washington Post last year—the : people 
George Washington Post of the American Legion—went on record whose ¢ 
last year as favoring, in principle, the matter of self-government for conside 
the District of Columbia. in the » 
The CHatrMan. So far as you know, that post is still in favor of in the 
self-government ? Distric 
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I venture to say that it is. fact. th 
You have already heard this afternoon the excellent statements of No | 
Mr. Manbeck, who is the secretary of the Central Suffrage Conference, to loca 
und the equally forthright statements of Arthur Clarendon Smith, who is in f 
is the treasurer of that organization. You have heard the beautifully honest! 
reasoned and the temperately stated views of Dr. George Galloway, physic 
and they will commend themselves to you, and I feel that combined the pr 
with the statements of the other witnesses, and these ringing statements or if | 
of the Senators who have appeared before you, make it superfluous = | years ( 
for me at this time to add anything further to it. waitin 
Thank you, Senator. We 
The CHArRMAN. We are glad to have had you. lumbi: 
Mr. Carl Shipley representing the Young Republican National : inde pe 
Federation is the next witness. fear 0 
lose tl 
STATEMENT OF CARL L. SHIPLEY, YOUNG REPUBLICAN NATIONAL Feder 
FEDERATION { gover! 
! reasol 
Mr. Surptey. I am here, Senator. : in the 
My name is Car] L. Shipley, and I appear before you as the legis- : part ¢ 
lative representative of the Young Republican National Federation. : officia 
Mr. John Tope, chairman of the Young Republican National Fed- i Feder 
eration, had planned to appear here today, but he is overcome by Lj of C 
illness, and I do not think he will be able to be here. , 1% Taft- 
The CHarrman. I am sorry to hear of your president’s illness. We : mean: 
are glad to have you. | Th: 
Mr. Surptey. The Young Republican National Federation is com- i berla: 
posed of nearly 3,000 Young Republican clubs and State organiza- Ld Liber 
tions throughout the United States made up of more than 300,000 i truly 
young Americans under the age of 36. At the Young Republican j lumb 
national convention in Salt Lake City in 1949 our federation adopted it we 
a resolution to the effect that the right to vote for local officials is one ticul: 
of the inalienable privileges of citizenship, and we put ourselves on prob! 
record as favoring local self-government for the District of Columbia. j the p 
Local self-government is one of the fundamental and basic traditions ; here 
of the Republican Party. One of the planks in the Republican plat- ; want 
form adopted in convention at Philadelphia in 1948 calls for home ‘ Mi 
rule for the District of Columbia. The young people of American 4 refer 
who make up our federation feel that it is the responsibility of ; Unit 
every Republican to contribute his utmost in helping to redeem this F Tl 
party pledge at the earliest possible time. The Taft-Kefauver home i M 
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rule bill (S. 656) represents the end product of years of study and 
compromise by the very best legal and civic minds in the District of 
Columbia and in the Congress. of the United States. It is a truly 
bipartisan measure hammered out in a tr uly statesmanlike fashion by 
people whose purposes went far beyond narrow party confines, and 
whose only motive was to produce the bést bill possible, taking into 
consideration in a most particular manner the different racial groups 
in the District of Columbia, the large number of Federal employees 
in the District of Columbia, the high nonresident population of the 
District of Columbia, and the peculiar problems that grow of the 
fact that the District of Columbia is the Nation’s Capital. 
No person who calls himself a Republican can stand in opposition 
to local self-government for the District of Columbia. No person who 
is in favor of local self- -government for the District of Columbia can 
honestly oppose the Taft-Kefauver bill, because it just simply isn’t 
physically possible to draft a bill which fairly contemplates all of 
the problems involved unless it duplicates the Taft-Kafauver bill, 
or if it is possible, nothing has been produced in the many, many 
years during which the people of the District of Columbia have been 
waiting for local self- government. 
We condemn those Americans who dwell in the District of Co- 
lumbia and elsewhere, whether they be Republican, Democrat, or 
independent, who cower behind the fear of the colored vote, or a 
fear of an increase in the local tax rate, or a fear that they might 
lose the patronage in the Recorder of Deeds Office, or a fear that the 
Federal contribution might be diminished and object to local self- 
government for the District of Columbia for these selfish ind personal 
reason. ” . fantastic beyond belief that there are in the United States 
in the year 1951 Americans who violently oppose any effort on the 
part of the Congress to give them the privilege of electing the local 
officials who run their daily lives. The Young Re publican National 
Federation firmly believes in local self-government for the District 
of Columbia and urges this committee to report out favorably the 
Taft-Kefauver home rule bill because it is a workable and reasonable 
means of achieving the end that we have in mind. 
Thank you, and let me add, Mr. Chairman, that when Mr. Cham- 
berlain refers to Tories, I do not think this bill is either a Tory or a 
Liberal measure in the terms that he uses it. It seems to me it is 
truly a bipartisan effort, and that Republicans in the District of Co- 
lumbia would be more eager to come forward in support of this bill if 
it were not always tinted with the notion that it represented a par- 
ticular point of political view; and it seems to me that one of the 
problems of the chairman of this committee is to try to impress on 
the public-at-large that it is a bipartisan effort, and we do not come 
here as Republicans or Democrats to plug for the bill. We simply 
want local self-government. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. May [ust say this, Mr. Chairman: That in 
referring to Tories, I was not referring to any existing party in the 
United States that I know of. 
The Cuairman. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. Francis E. Jones, Jr., representing the Young Democrats of 
the District of Columbia, is recognized. 
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STATEMENT OF FRANCIS E. JONES, JR., PRESIDENT, YOUNG 
DEMOCRATS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman, I am Francis E. Jones, Jr., president of 
the Young Democrats of the District of Columbia, and a professor of 
law at National University. 

I would like to say, before I begin my statement, that I certainly 
am grateful for having been invited to testify before this committee, 
and I would certainly like to add my tribute to that which has already 
been given to the distinguished chairman for the work which he has 
already done on behalf of the people of the District of Columbia to 
attain local self-government. 1 do not deal with the technical argu- 
ments against this bill because I frankly cannot understand them. 1 
‘annot understand how it is possible to argue in the United States 
of America in this enlightened age that people should not have a vote 
to control themselves. That is beyond me, and so I would not attempt 
in any way to make any technical argument against the bill, but just 
simply to say that anyone who argues against home rule for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia is just simply not sincere. 

The importance of my testimony here is not what I say, but it will 
be the fact that I represent 800 people who are members of the Y oung 
Democrats of the District of Columbia who unanimously have en- 
dorsed this bill, and have urged me to impress upon you how very 
sincerely and vitally it affects them, and it is the whole reason for 
existence of our organization, that some day there will be a vote in 
the District of Columbia. 

I am very happy to note that the president of the Young Repub- 
licans is here, and that the Republican Party has put its support be- 
hind this bill and, of course, we all know that the people in the Demo- 
cratic Party have been in favor of home rule for the District of Colum- 
bia since 1892; the Republicans have been on record as being in favor 
of it since 1948, and I am very happy to see that they have now decided 
to join hands with the Democrats. 

I must remark that is the first time I have ever known of the Re- 
publicans going along with Democratic legislation before it has al- 
ready been on the books for about 30 vears. 

I have flown all over the United States in the last couple of years, 
and been in about half the States, and I have solicited from various 
young Democratic clubs in the United States their endorsement for 
this legislation, and also at Kansas City and Ch: attanooga and Chi- 
cago last year, the Young Democrats of America have authorized me 
to say that the Young Democrats of America endorse the home rule 
for the District of ( ‘olumbia. 

In view of these considerations, I think that there is no need to bela- 
bor the point that this point should be passed to realize the aspirations 
of the people of the District of Columbia, and the ideals of everybody 
who believes in democracy all over the world. 

Thank you very much. 

( Applause.) 


The CHATRMAN. 
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Thank you for coming. 
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We will insert at this point in the record a prepared statement by 
Mr. Soterios Nicholson. 
(The prepared statement referred to follows :) 


VOTELESS WASHINGTON 
(By Soterios Nicholson) 


Good citizenship is the backbone of community life. Without it, the community 
would flounder on the rock of indifference. 

The good citizen assumes along with his right to reside in the city of his own 
choosing, a certain responsibility. While he pays taxes for services provided by 
the city, he also gives voice to the welfare of all the taxpayers. 

Unfortunately, the District citizen is not able to exercise the vote, which is 
an inalienable right of all his fellow Americans in the 49 States. 

Here in Washington, this denial handicaps the citizen. Without the vote, he 
cannot register his protest or his individual opinion on what the local government 
decides or does. 

This is a failure in our National Capital’s structure that makes the citizenry 
inarticulate, for, without representation, the citizen’s voice is not necessarily 
heard, or if heard, it is not accepted. 

The local resident, however, need not isolate himself from his community 
even though his right to vote may be denied. He can engage spiritedly in the 
local citizen’s group within his neighborhood. He can contribute his ideas to 
the forum of local public opinion. 

The local civic units form the nuclei for combined action, based on the en- 
lightenment gained by individual members working in collaboration. 

The Federation of Citizens Associations, for example, is the striking force for 
better government. As the representative body of its membership civic groups, 
it can build a cohesive and molded opinion. 

Talk of self-government, national representation, suffrage, has been with us 
in the District of Columbia since the city of Washington becume of age as a 
metropolis. 

Chief proposals, which have been advanced in the press and on the platform, 
center to two approaches: that of local’ government and that of national repre- 
sentation. 

The desire for these developments take different and varied roads. Some would 
have us assume local self-government with eventual national representation, 
after the experience of first governing ourselves. 

Other would have us shelve local government for sometime in favor of national 
representation, for a voice in the running of our Nation's affairs. 

Both of these rights are desirable. There are persons who would under- 
standably wish to plunge with both self-government and national representation 
in the District. 

All of these viewpoints are commendable. Perhaps the desire to take up local 
self-government first is the most reasoned. 

There are dissedents to these general expressions of s! ffrage. Some of this 
opposition has been recorded on Capitol Hill and has made the rounds of the 
cloakrooms and has been registered in the legislative chambers 

The contention of. this group, as the assertions have been made privately 
and publicly, is that the local citizenry is unprepared to assume the obliga- 
tion of self-government. 

There is the feeling that a balance will be struck in the various voting in- 
terests of the city. The argument goes that various minorities can knock 
fair representation out of kilter. e 

With these many arguments both pro and con, there is a green pastured middle 
ground that gives spur to the exercise of the right and responsibilities of local 
citizens. 

This ground is available for those citizens who will participate in the local 
groups which are open to them. . If the local citizens fail to take part in the 
regular and normal channels of self-expression and self-assertion, then truly 
the asset of civil experience is absent. 
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We do not want to develop into a city that is void of civie pride and most 
important, civic accomplishment. 

This type of action can come from the practice of good citizenship. With 
this type of participation, we (the people) can rightfully maintain that we, 
and we alone, are fit to run our own affairs. 

It is forgotten that the local citizens are able to manage both the social and 
political responsibilities necessary in the event that suffrage is achieved. The 
mere fact that an enlightened citizenry is available for leadership and the as- 
sumption of departmental duties is proof enough that selfish or minority interests 
will not prevail over the general welfare. 

This is the principle upon which our Nation has persevered. With the desire 
to build a community of which every American citizen can be justly proud, the 
individual civic group member, the enlightened Washington citizen, can take 
hold of the guiding reins. 

In all due time, Washington will get its suffrage. People will vote here as 
they do in every State of the Union. Washington also will have its vote in 
Congress as do the member States in this great Nation of ours. 

Meanwhile, it is the responsibility, the natural interest for each and every 
citizen to take part in some civic endeavor. The natural heritage of self- 
assertion must not be lost because taxation without representation is allowed 
in the District of Columbia. 

Regardless of the voting climate, we must continue to keep warm the platforms 
of local public opinion. 

It is, therefore, respectfully suggested : 

1. That the Federation of Citizens Associations undertake a campaign to en- 
list all available citizens to become members of their respective civic associa- 
tions ; 

2. That the federation instruct its national and local suffrage committee to 
write a short explanatory pamphlet to: 

(a) State the meaning of local government as set out by the different bills 
introduced in Congress at this session. 

(b) To explain the advisability for a Delegate to Congress to speak for the 
District pending the amendment to the Constitution for full national repre- 
sentation. 

(c) To properly solicit the cooperation of all independent associations in 
the District of Columbia to organize properly, through committees, and work 
actively for the amendment. 


The Cruarmman. We will adjourn until tomorrow morning at 10 
o'clock. 


(Whereupon, at 5:15 p. m., the committee adjourned to reconvene 
on Thursday, February 22, 1951, at 10 a. m.) 
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HOME RULE AND REORGANIZATION FOR THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 


THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 22, 1951 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON THE District or COLUMBIA, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in the 
District of Columbia room, United States Capitol, Senator Matthew 
M. Neely (chairman) presiding. 

Present: Senators Neely (chairman) and Case. 

Also present: Robert H. Mollohan, clerk; Gerhard P. Van Arkel, 
committee counsel, and William P. Gulledge, assistant committee 
counsel, 


The CuHarrman. The meeting will be in order. 

There will be inserted at this point in the record a letter, the 
original of which was sent by the President to the Speaker of the 
House of Representaitves, on the 25th of July 1949, relevant to the 
question before the subcommittee. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


The following letter was sent by the President to the Hon. Sam Rayburn, 
Speaker, House of Representatives : 

JuLy 25, 1949. 

My Dear Mr. SPEAKER: On May 31, 1949, the Senate passed, without a dis- 
senting vote, S. 1527, a bill to give home rule to the people of the District of 
Columbia. A subcommittee of the House Committee on the District of Columbia 
is now holding hearings on this legislation. I am writing to you to express my 
hope that the House will complete legislative action on a home-rule bill and 
that it will be sent to me to sign into law before this session of the Eighty-first 
Congress adjourns. 

As passed by the Senate, the bill has three major purposes: (1) to relieve the 
Congress as much as possible of the burden of District of Columbia affairs, 
without surrendering its constitutional powers; (2) to create a representative 
local government for the District of Columbia chosen by the qualified electors ; and 
(3) to provide an efficient and economical government for the District of 
Columbia. 

I am very much in favor of all of these objectives. 

It is little short of fantastic that the Congress of the United States should— 
as it now does—devote a substantial percentage of its time to acting as a city 
council for the District of Columbia. During the past 2 years, during which it 
was confronted with many major problems of national and international im- 
portance, the Congress has had to find time to deal with such District matters 
as parking lots, the regulation of barbers, the removal of street obstructions, and 
the establishment of a Metropolitan Police Force Band, to name only a few. 

The people of the District of Columbia should not be placed in a different 
status from that of the people of all other American cities and almost all demo- 
cratic capitals of the world insofar as local self-government is concerned. In 
my message to Congress transmitting the budget for the fiscal year 1947, I said: 

“The District of Columbia, because of its special relation to the Federal 
Government, has been treated since 1800 as a dependent area. We should move 
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toward a greater measure of local self-government consistent with the constitu- 
tional status of the District. We should take adequate steps to assure that 
citizens of the United States are not denied their franchise merely because they 
reside at the Nation’s Capital.” 

It was not the intention of the architects of our Constitution to deprive the 
District of Columbia of home rule. Writing on this subject in the Federalist, 
James Madison said that the inhabitants of the District “will have * * * their 
choice in the election of the government which is to exercise authority over 
them” and that “a municipal legislature for local purposes, derived from their 
own suffrages, will of course be allowed them.” 

The establishment of a well-organized and efficient governmental system in 
the District of Columbia is a desirable adjunct to the successful operation of 
the home-rule principle. The present organization of the District government 
is complicated and administratively cumbersome. I am strongly in favor of 
better organization and greater efficiency throughout the executive branch. The 
District of Columbia government sheuld not be an exception carved out from 
the general rule. 

There is nothing partisan about this proposal. The platforms of both major 
parties urge home rule for the District. The bill which passed the Senate 
unanimously received the support of both Republican and Democratic Members 
of that body. I am sure that the great majority of the people of Washington 
want home rule. I am equally sure that they ought to have it without further 
delay. I hope that the House will not adjourn this session without completing 
action on this important measure. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Harry S. TRUMAN. 


The Cuatrman. Mr. Leeman, will you please proceed 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT P. LEEMAN, REPRESENTING THE 
FEDERATION OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS 


Mr. Lerman. Mr. Chairman, my name is Herbert P. Leeman. I 
reside at 1610 Sixteenth Street NW., Washington. I am the presi- 
dent of the Federation of Citizens Associations of the District of 
Columbia. That organization is composed of over 70 individual 
citizens’ associations, which cover the entire area of the District of 
Columbia. 

The Cuamman. What would you estimate the total membership of 
those associations to be, Mr. Leeman ? 

Mr. Leeman. I would say the best estimate that we can give is 
80,000, because we do not have individual records of memberships. 
The federation is made up of delegates from these associations, and 
we can only estimate that from reports that we have, as to the total 
membership of these individual associations. But I can say that 
it is thoroughly representative of the average people of the District 
of Columbia. Its membership is made up of business, professional 
people, trade unionists, and other people engaged in other occupations. 

The Cuarrman. And you are speaking as a representative of that 
estimated 80,000? 

Mr. Leeman. That is correct, Senator. 

The CuarrmMan. What is the membership of the Board of Trade? 

Mr. Lerman. The report that I have is about 8,000. The Federa- 
tion of Citizens’ Associations, when this same bill was before the last 
Congress, endorsed this bill in principle. 

At our meeting about 2 weeks ago, the federation specifically en- 
dorsed this Senate bill 656, and directed me to appear before this 
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committee and any other committees of the Congress considering it, 
and urge its passage and adoption as law. 

I want to say that the suffrage committee of the Federation of Citi- 
zens Associations last year carefully considered this bill paragraph 
by paragraph. A report of that consideration was given to the as- 
sembly of the federation; the delegates were thoroughly familiar with 
the contents of this bill when they took the action that they did. 

I personally know that this bill is the result of hard work on the 
part of Members of this Congress and the leading citizens of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. It is a carefully thought out piece of legislation, 
designed to bring a form of government to the District of Golumbis l, 
which is in accordance with our democratic principles. 

For a long time the finger of scorn of representatives of foreign 
governments has been pointed at us because we advocate democracy, 
and we maintain taxation without representation in the District of 
Columbia. 

Weare very grateful, Mr. Chairman, to your committee for promptly 
holding hearings on this bili. We think that a situation exists in the 
District of Columbia which should be ended by affording to the people 
of the District of Columbia the privilege of self-government. 

I think that a duty rests upon the Senate to. promptly repass this 
bill, because this bill was considered by the committee before it was 
passed by the Senate in the last Congress. 

The opponents of this bill have circulated the report that the Senate 
carelessly passed this bill in the last Congress believing that it would 
be killed in the House of Representatives. We know from our ex- 
perience with the Senate that the Senate has given very careful con- 
sideration to the matters that the people of the District of Columbia 
have brought to it, and I feel and I believe the thoughtful Members 
of the Senate will feel that it is the duty of the Senate to promptly 
repass this bill to show that the Senate knew what it was doing, 
understood this legislation, and intended to pass it when it did, 

In the last session of Congress, I am informed that at one time 
as many as 207 Members of the House of Re ‘presentatives signed the 
discharge petition which was designed to bring this bill to a vote in 
the House of Representatives. 

The Cuairman. That was only 11 less than a sufficient number ? 

Mr. Leeman. Approximately. 

The Cuairman. No; exactly. 

Mr. Leeman. Yes. It required 218 signatures to bring it to a vote. 

The Cuarrman. That is correct. 

Mr. Lerman. I believe those who have appeared before the com- 
mittee before have covered objections to this bill, and I will be very 
glad to answer questions that may be propounded, but I feel that the 
people of the District of Columbia want home rule, and want the 
Senate to pass this bill giving us home rule in the District of Columbia, 

Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Paul Matthews. Please proceed, Mr. Mat- 
thews. 
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STATEMENT OF PAUL MATTHEWS, IMMEDIATE PAST PRESIDENT, 
JUNIOR CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Matruews. Mr. Chairman, I am Paul Matthews, immediate 
past president of the Washington Junior Chamber of Commerce, and 
director-in-charge of its governmental affairs committee. Our organi- 
zation consists of approximately 800 young business and professional 
men between the ages of 21 and 36 years, employed or doing business 
in the District of Columbia. You are all aware, from the local Junior 
Chamber of Commerce activities in your own communities, or the pur- 
poses and objectives of our organization. 

As a representative civic organization, we feel obligated to express 
the views of our membership on the vital issue now before your com- 
mittee, namely home rule for the District of Columbia. In order to 
give our membership an opportunity to express its opinion on this issue 
a poll was conducted when Senator Kefauver introduced S. 1527 in 
the last Congress. 

Of the ballots mailed, we received a response from approximately 
40 percent of the total membership. 

The CHatmrMan. Was that about 300? 

Mr. Martruews. Forty percent of 800, or 320. 

There were three issues incorporated in the poll: 

1. Do you favor the principle of home rule for the District of 
Columbia with national representation ? 

2. Do you favor the principle of home rule for the District of 
Columbia without national representation ? 

3. Do you favor representation in Congress for the District of 
Columbia ? 

On the first question, concerning home rule with national repre- 
sentation, 68 percent voted “ves” and 32 percent voted “no.” 

On the second question, concerning home rule without national 
representation, 24 percent. voted “ves” and 76 percent voted “no.” 

On the third question, concerning only national representation, 
80 percent voted “yes” and 20 percent voted “no.” 

From these results it may be concluded the membership of the 
Junior Chamber of Commerce primarily and overwhelmingly desires 
national representation. Secondly, if home rule is to be granted to 
the District of Columbia, national representation should precede or 
accompany the adoption of any home rule form of government. And 
thirdly, home rule by itself is definitely opposed by the membership. 

The Cratrman. Is that because they think the people of the Dis- 
trict have not enough sense or patriotism to govern themselves? 

Mr. Marrnews. I think they have enough of both. But I think 
they should have a true home-rule bill. If the people in Congress, 
our Senators and Congressmen, are the ones who eventually pass on 
our bills, I think they should have representation in Congress. 

The Cnamman. TI concur in that opinion. But you cannot get both 
home rule and congressional representation by means of a single bill 
or resolution. 

Mr. Marruews. I would like to make this statement: We are a 
group of people who have devoted as much energy toward civic affairs 
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in the District of Columbia as any, bar none, the Federation of Citi- 
zens’ Associations, and so forth. 

We went to the extent last year, and we have done it before, to get 
our national organization to pass a resolution which they did, in w hich 
they would favor national representation for the District of Columbia. 
We think that that is.a beginning. We went so far as to write all 
local chapters in the United States asking them to please write their 
Congressmen and Senators for the specific purpose of trying to get 
some sort of a constitutional amendment added, so we could precede 
this and get a true home-rule bill in where we could have it all. 

The CuarMan. That was commendable. But to oppose home rule 
simply because you cannot obtain national representation at the same 
time will, in my opinion, serve no good purpose. 

Mr. M AtrHEews. We all have our opposing views, Senator. 

The Cuairman. And I certainly have no objection to your having 
yours. 

Mr. Marrnuews. Thank you. 

In conclusion, the membership of the Junior Chamber of Commerce 
of Washington, D. C., has indicated by an overwhelming majority 
that national representation is the primary consideration in approach- 
ing the question of suffrage for the District of Columbia. 

The CuatrmMan. Miss Edith Back, representing the Home Rule 
for Washington Chapter of the American Veterans Committee is 
recognized. 


STATEMENT OF EDITH B. BACK, REPRESENTING THE HOME 
RULE FOR WASHINGTON CHAPTER, AMERICAN VETERANS 
COMMITTEE 


Miss Back. My name is Edith B. Back. I represent the American 
Veterans Committee, through its Home Rule for Washington Chap- 
ter, and I am testifying in favor of the Kefauver-Taft bill. 

The Crairman. You say you are in favor of the bill? 

Miss Back. Yes; I am testifying in favor of the Kefauver-Taft bill, 
and I represent the American Veterans Committee, through the Home 
Rule for Washington Chapter. 

The Cuamman. Do you mind telling us the membership of the 
chapter ? e 

Miss Back. I am here representing the national organization 
through the Home Rule Chapter, which has been authorized to speak 
for the national. I am not sure of the recent figures. We are just 
preparing for a new convention. However, the only figure I can 
quote is the World Almanac, which lists 35,000 this year. We are 
Sataace the new figures for the new convention, which are not pub- 
lished yet 

The Cuamman. Thirty-five thousand in the United States? 

Miss Back. Approximately ; yes. 

The Cnarman. You do not know what the number of members 
is in the District of Columbia ¢ 

Miss Back. Approximately 1,000 in the Washington area. 
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The Cuamman. Do you know the membership of the American 
Legion in the District ? 

Miss Back. I do not know the American Legion membership. 

The Carrman. Do you know whether any of your members are 
members of the American Legion ? 

Miss Back. No, they are not, I feel quite sure. It is not necessary 
to convince you distinguished gentlemen of the value of self-govern- 
ment, inasmuch as it is the foundation of this democracy. 

The Cuairman. I would not think it necessary to convince anyone 
who had the slightest desire that the American way of life should 
prevail in the Capital of the greatest Nation in the world. 

Miss Back. Wherever our troops went during World War II and 
liberated areas, one of the prime objectives was the establishment of 
self-government. Our leaders believed that by doing this, we could 
teach the ways of democracy. If self-government is a prerequisite of 
a democratic society, what excuse can our Government have for ig- 
noring the citizens of the District of Columbia ? 

Now, after 5 years, as we approach another crisis, the veteran is still 
denied at home rights and privileges that he has given the peoples 
of other countries. 

The present conflict is being fought not only with guns, but with 
ideas between totalitarian governments and self-governing peoples, 
and the only way to develop a program with which to challenge the 
expansion of communism is to correct the flaws in our democratic 
structure. One of the most glaring flaws in this structure is the lack 
of the vote for citizens of the Nation’s Capital. 

We veterans are looking to our Congress to pass legislation that 
will assure the residents of Washington that America recognizes them 
as full-fledged citizens and that the right to participate in local gov- 
ernment will be guaranteed by the United States Government. Is it 
healthy, gentlemen, for us, as a Nation, to have, under our democratic 
form of government, citizens who have become apathetic under the 
gross injustice and denial even of the rudimentary opportunity to 
vote for local representatives? The American Veterans’ Committee, 
however, is continuing its fight for local self-government and the 
rights given to us by the founding fathers. 

We of the American Veterans’ Committee, Home Rule for Wash- 
ington Chapter, put self-government above the high cost of living 
and other major issues of the day. I must emphasize that the current 
agitation for self-government is no longer a mere expression of hope. 
On one hand, there is a positive determination for full citizenship, 
and on the other hand, an equally determined will to acquiesce to 
nothing else. The members of the American Veterans’ Committee 
demand local self-government in Washington, and our willingness 
to serve our community is evidenced in our creed: “Citizens first, 
veterans second.” 

We are living today in a sorely distorted world in which grave and 
complex dangers threaten us. Our safety and well-being depend upon 
the morale of all the citizens in all the communities of our country. 
Many men and women gave their lives in the last war for a principle 
that does not exist in the District of Columbia. The veterans of Wash- 
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ington are loyal citizens, capable of participating in a democratic form 
of government. These are only a few of the many reasons why we 
should be allowed to participate fully in the administration of our 
community. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you. 

Miss Back. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. At this point there will be inserted in the record 
a statement sent me by Mr. Glenn E. Watts, executive secretary of the 
CIO Industrial Council for the District of Columbia, and also a 
telegram from Mr. Nathan E. Cowan, director of the CIO legislative 
department. 

Both the statement and the telegram vigorously endorse the bill 
that is now before the committee. 

(The letter and telegram referred to are as follows:) 


STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE WASHINGTON, D. C., INpusTRIAL UNIon CoUNCIL, 
CIO, py GLENN E. Watts, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 


The Washington, D. C., CIO Industrial Unien Council wishes to express its 
appreciation for the opportunity to present our general views in support of the 
principle of home rule and reorganization of the government of the District of 
Columbia. ie 

The manner in which recent proposals for home rule for the District of 
Columbia have been prepared particularly the bill passed by the Senate last 
year, has greatly lightened the burden of our testimony before you today. The 
exhaustive testimony and information developed on this subject over the last 
few years justifies our endorsement of 8. 656. 

We wish particularly to express approval of the 11 guiding principles enun- 
ciated on pages 3 and 4 of the second report of the House subcommittee of the 
Kightieth Congress. These principles, setting forth the basic guides for estab- 
lishing a satisfactory system of home rule in the District, along with an efficient 
governmental machinery, appear to us to encompass the fundamental considera- 
tions which the Congress should have before it in passing upon this legislation. 
We do not intend to elaborate on these principles. However, we do wish to 
comment, briefly, on several basic matters. 

In light of the solemn pledge of both major political parties, in the form 
of their platform commitments to the American people, we doubt that it is neces- 
sary to argue at any length that the residents of the District should be granted 
home rule. 

We know of no sound argument to justify depriving any community of nearly 
a million people of the fundamental democratic right and privilege of selecting 
their local officials. The population of the District exceeds that of a large number 
of States. A country which has taken the lead in promulgating the Atlantic 
Charter; a country which has recently passed through the holocaust of a world 
war to preserve and establish elementary freedoms; a country in the process 
of defending those freedoms and which has made a monumental financial effort 
to save democracy in Europe, can scarcely deny to its citizens, in its own Capital 
City, the right of self-government. Surely, it cannot be said that the residents 
of the District are not capable of such responsibility. Those who would say so, 
should have the burden of proving it—and we are not aware of any who have 
openly assumed or effectively discharged such burden. 

There are, in addition, what may be considered more practical grounds for 
ignoring any sentiment which is adverse to heme rule. We believe that for 
Congress to spend so great a portion of its time on strictly municipal affairs 
of the District, is positively discriminatory against the rest of the people of 
this country. The Congress is a National Legislature, set up to deal with the 
problems of all the people on a national basis. When Congress spends so great 
a proportion of its time as has been required for the conduct of District affairs, 
it must, obviously, take time away from far more pressing affairs that affect 
both the Nation and the world. We suggest, if we may be so bold, that the 
Congress is even remiss in its duties if it continues to fiddle with the municipal 
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affairs of the District while there are burning questions of national and inter- 
national import which demand its full attention. 

It is our opinion, consequently, that the basic question for the Congress 
is not, should there be home rule for the District, but what kind of local gov- 
ernment should be set up which best incorporates this idea, within constitutional 
limitations. We believe the proposed bill meets the fundamental objectives 
of home rule satisfactorily. Although consideration by the Congress may pro- 
duce changes in details, we earnestly hope that there will be no reduction in the 
degree of home rule proposed in the pending bill. 

In conclusion we wish to state that public debate seems to have already taken 
place: that the advocates of home rule seem to be in the majority and that 
only the vote need be taken. We shall do all in our power to support this bill 
and earnestly solicit the Congress to pass it. 


Fresruary 21, 1951. 
GLENN WATTS, 
Erecutive Secretary, 
District of Columbia Industrial Union Council, C10: 

Home rule for the District of Columbia has been advocated by National CIO 
for many years. No valid reason exists for relegating residents of the District 
to the status of second-class citizens. It is indefensible that persons residing 
in the world’s focal point of representative government should themselves be 
denied the right to self-government. The health, safety, and welfare of District 
residents require the most efficient municipal organization possible. This can 
be attained only through the efforts of a self-governing people constantly aware 
of, and vitally concerned with, the manifold problems confronting the commu- 
nity. The Congress of Industrial Organizations fully supports 8S. 656. Please 
introduce this message into the record at the conclusion of your own testimony 
before the Senate Committee on the District of Columbia. 

NATHAN FB. Cowan, 
Director, CIO Legislative Department. 

The CruarrmMan. Mr. Elmer Henderson, director, American Council 

on Human Rights is recognized. 


STATEMENT OF ELMER W. HENDERSON, DIRECTOR, AMERICAN 
COUNCIL ON HUMAN RIGHTS 


Mr. Henverson. Mr. Chairman, my name is Elmer W. Henderson, 
director of the American Council on Human Rights. 

Our organization is a national one. We have a local chapter in the 
city with approximately 1,500 members. It is made up of seven 
national fraternities, and sororities, with both undergraduates and 
alumni chapters on college campuses, and in cities throughout the 
country. 

By action of our national body, and also by action of our local body, 
we fully support and endorse the home-rule bill for the District of 
Columbia. 

We ask that you, as chairman, and we ask this committee to exert 
your full influence, such as you did in the last Congress of the United 
States, to attempt to have this bill again pass the Senate. I thought 
it was a very fine thing on the part of the Senate last year to over- 
come the very strong objections from some quarters to adopt this 
bill into law, and we have recognized that unfortunately the main 
bottleneck to the passage of this legislation is in the District of Co- 
lumbia Committee of the House of Representatives. 

Now that is not a matter that probably should be discussed here. 

The CHatrman. No. 
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Mr. Henpverson. But we wanted you to know what the difficulties 
are. 

The Cuarman. You had better take that up with the House. 

Mr. Henverson. Mr. Chairman, our organization, like a number 
of others that have appeared here, have not been fully in accordance 
with all of the provisions of this bill, but unlike some of the others, 
we are willling to subordinate our differences in the general interests, 
to try to get this legislation through Congress, because if no one ever 
agrees on any particular bill, you will never get one passed. We have 
the sense to know that. 

The Cuarrman. Yes. 

Mr. Henverson. Now the last question, Mr. Chairman, is that sub- 
tle undercurrent that has run through this subject of home rule for 
the District of Columbia for years, and that is the Negro vote in the 
District of Columbia. I feel it would be a very tragic thing, in view 
of the present world situation for such a matter as that to have any 
effect whatever in causing the defeat of this legislation. Because we 
are out now—I am speaking of our Nation—to try to compete with 
an adversary who has no hesitation of using these weaknesses and 
divisions that we have shown on the matter of race and racial preju- 
dice to our great disadvantage. 

We are trying to compete for the loyalties of millions of people 
throughout the world, most of whom are colored, and if we allow 
a situation like that to affect a piece of beneficial legislation such 
as this, not just for the District of Columbia, but to make a more 
healthy American democracy, I believe, Mr. Chairman, that our great 
foreign policy would be thrown into serious jeopardy. 

I sincerely hope that the chairman of this committee and his col- 
leagues will do everything they can to see that the Senate again passes 
the home rule bill for the District of Columbia. | Applause. | 

I thank you. 

‘The CuarrmMan. Mrs. Margie Malmberg, representing the American 
Library Association, is recognized. 

Is Mrs. Malmberg present ? 

If not, we will pass her over, and call Mrs. Louis Ottenberg. 

Mrs. OrreNBERG. Senator Neely, I have had the pleasure of appear- 
ing before you recently at the clinic, and so today—— 

The CHarrMan. Pardon me. The pleasure was mutual. 

Mrs. OrrenserG. Thank you,sir. And today I would like to present 
our chairman of legislation for the Council of Jewish Women, Mrs. 
Frank Rich, who will give the testimony. 

The CHatrrmMan. We will be glad to hear her. 

You may give your name, and proceed in your own way, Mrs. Rich. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. FRANK RICH, CHAIRMAN OF LEGISLATION, 
WASHINGTON SECTION, NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN 


Mrs. Ricu. I am Mrs. Frank Rich, chairman of legislation for the 
Washington section of the National Council of Jewish Women. Our 
parent body has sections in 239 communities, and a membership of close 
to 94,000 women. 
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Their interest in our voteless plight is twofold : 

1. They have a deep and abiding faith in our democratic form of 
government, and the whole national program is predicated on that 
principle. 

2. Congress, which represents the highest legislative body in the 
land, elected by the people of this country, should not constitute itself 
a city council for the District of Columbia. That its concern with 
national and international affairs should not be set aside to pass 
purely municipal legislation for the District of Columbia, such as the 
size of rockfish which may be caught in the Potomac, or the snow 
removal from the streets, and many other bills now before the Senate 
and House committees of like nature. 

For the above and many other reasons, the National Council of 
Jewish Women has at each triennial since 1923 reiterated its support 
of suffrage legislation to Americanize the Washingtonian. 

Locally our section has cooperated with other organizations to bring 
the vote to Washington, including support of reorganization features 
of the bill now before the committee. 

Many costly studies made by experts at District expense concerning 
our complicated form of government have all arrived at the same 
conclusion: Let the people rule. 

The present complicated boards and agencies make for inefficiency 
in government, and are costly. Those who fear increased taxes be- 
cause of the vote may take comfort from the thought that a voice 
in saying how our tax money is to be spent may go far toward reducing 
the cost of our present government. Citizen participation in govern- 
ment is a cardinal principle of our democratic way of life. 

Our organization is ready and willing to join with other organiza- 
tions in the city to carry on until the cause is won. 

Thank you very much, Senator Neely, for your leadership in speed- 
ing the legislation on its way, and arousing the citizens to a sense of 
their responsibility. 

The CHamrman. Thank you. 

Mrs. Ricu. Thank you, sir. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Jerome B. McKee, representing the Federa- 
tion of Businessmen’s Association is the next witness. 

Is Mr. McKee present! If not, we will call Capt. J. Walter Me- 
Donald. 


STATEMENT OF J. WALTER McDONALD 


Mr. McDonatp. Mr. Chairman, my name is J. Walter McDonald. 
I have been a resident of Washington for 77 years, and past conditions 
have been bad. We had two elements that practically ran the Dis- 
trict. Those two men did as they pleased. One was Andrew Gleason 
and the other was Perry Carson. It got so bad the white people would 
not go to vote at all. His boy was a student at Rock Hill College in 
North Dakota and when he came home for the summer, they had 
voting here. ; 

For myself, I went through five or six times, and voted. We all 
did. We thought it was fun. 
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Then it was done away with, and then we got the Commissioners. 
Now, the question is: Are we going to have the same condition again 
here in the District? 

The Cuarmman. You do not think it could be worse than now, do 
you ¢ 

Mr. McDonanp. It cannot be any worse. 

The Cuarmman. It has been my theory that when things get so bad 
they cannot be any worse, a change will do no harm. 

Mr. McDonatp. I am not either against it, nor am I for it. But 
what are they going to do with people from other States that hold 
Government positions that vote now by proxy 4 

The Cuarrman. If this bill becomes law the people will be per- 
mitted to vote on these local affairs, and still have their right to vote 
back home. 

Mr. McDonatp. Would it do away with our Commissioners ? 

The Cuamman. Yes; I would hope that it would. 

Mr. McDonatp. Would that give us—— 

The Cuamman. How old did you say you are, Captain ? 

Mr. McDonatp. 1874, June 10. I will be 77 my next birthday. 

The Cuatrman. Did you say you voted here several times 4 

Mr. McDona.p. Yes. 

The Cuatrman. For whom ? 

Mr. McDona.p. This fellow Gleason had a saloon—— 

The CuarrMan. Do you mean that you voted / 

Mr. McDonarp. I was a schoolboy when I voted. We all came 
back from playing baseball 

The Cuarman. That is what 1 was wondering about. They have 
not had a vote here for how long ¢ 

Mr. Van ArkeL. 1872 was the last year they 
District. 

The CHarrMan, I am told that they have not had a vote here since 
1872. 

Mr. McDonatp. Here is the story—— 

The CuarrMan. Pardon me a minute. I understand there has not 
been any official vote cast in the city of Washington since the year 
1872. That is2 years before you were born. 

Mr. McDonaup. Before I was born, but I voted, went through the 
saloon, and went out the back door, and young Martin Gleason. We 
went around—nine, and two or three substitutes. There must have 
been 12 that went around five times, and I thought it was fun. Today 
I would get locked up for it. 

The Cuarrman. Evidently that was a spurious election. There has 
been no official election in the city of Washington since 1872. 

Mr. McDonavp. I was a delegate in 1908. I picked this [ indicat- 
ing| up this morning. I was a delegate to the Democratic Convention 
of the District of Columbia in 1908, 

The Cuatirman. What you are talking about is the election of 
delegates to the national convention. You are not talking about a 
vote for the election of officials to administer the affairs of the District 
of Columbia. 


Mr. McDonat.p. That is right. 


voted here in the 
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The CHArRMAN. 
officials here in the District of Columbia for local governmental pur- 
poses. There has been no such election. 

Mr. McDonarp. These two men ran everything in the District. 
One is Perry Carson, who used to wear a chain as big as a dog chain 
on his watch. 

The CHamMan. Are you for this bill, Captain ? 

Mr. McDonatp. I am in favor of anything to give us good clean- 
cut government here. We haven't got it now. 

The CHatrman. That does not answer my question. We always 
have to take a chance on that. Congress no doubt hoped to achieve 
good government through the commissioner structure. Yet the com- 
missioner structure has not resulted in good government for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, particularly in recent years. 

Mr. McDona.p. Richt now. 

The Cuarrman. That is one of the reasons T am eager for a change. 
I read in nationally circulated magazines lurid statements that Ws ash- 
ington is the worst governed city of its size in the world. It is a 
disgrace to the Nation to permit its Capital to have that sort of a 
reputation. 

Mr. McDonaxp. Are you from West Virginia? 

The CHarmman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McDonavp. Well, I cleaned your State up pretty good for you 
when you had Mr. Graves out there. 

The Cuatrman. When was that? 

Mr. McDonap. I was there the day that you ran for the Senate. 
That time you won. The next time, when I was there with United 
States Senator Burton, who died—he was from Cleveland, Ohio, and 
the old man was very fond of me—yvyou were defeated at that time. 

The Cuatrman. That was in 1928 

Mr. McDonatp. I remember it very well. T cleaned up every place 
you had crime when I was out there. I had Judge Baker in one court 
and Judge McClinick at the other. 

The Cuarrman. What office were you holding at that time? 

Mr. McDonatp. I was in charge of narcotics for 26 years; for the 
last 13 years Chairman of the Drug Disposal Committee for the 
United States Treasury. If anything came in the hands of the Cus- 
toms, it came to me to keep them or dispose of them. Lots of them 
were worth keeping, with the war coming on, and were packed up 
and sent to Rahw: ay, N.J., to be worked over, espec F lly codeine and 
things of that sort. 

The Cuarman. I have no doubt you discharged your duties in a 
proper manner. I am glad to tell you that West Virginia is a well- 
governed State. The times you are talking about, “of course, are 
times back when we had a Republican government. We had a Repub- 
lican government, Republican governor, and a Republican senate, 
and a Republican legislature. ‘We have re ‘formed down there, and 
West Vi irginia has been Democratic for some time. 

Mr. McDonatp. That was after the capital was rebuilt or during 
the fire ? 

The Cuatrman. The capital was burned down under a Republican 
administration. [Laughter.] 


I understood you were talking about a vote for 
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Mr. McDonavp. It was burned when I was out there. 
The Cuarrman. Would you care to state whether you are for or 
against this particular bill? 

Mr. McDonavp. I am for it, provided we do not get any two men 
to run the whole city. 
The Cuatrman. You are for it, then, with reservations / 
Mr. McDonatp. That is right. 
The Cuairman. Thank you, captain. 
Mr. McDona.p. Thank you. 
The CuarrMan. The next on the list of witnesses is Mrs. Gladys 


Wheeler. 













STATEMENT OF MRS. GLADYS WHEELER, WASHINGTON CHAPTER, 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF NEGRO WOMEN 









Mrs. WHEELER. Senator Neely, Lam Gladys Wheeler from the Wash- 
ington chapter of the National Council of Negro Women. 

Mrs. Uhle, the president of the District chapter of the National 
Council of Negro Women, wanted me to say we are for this bill, 8. 656, 
and we appreciate the efforts that this committee has made to bring 
this bill around. We hope that Senator Neely, and his colleagues 
will be successful this time. 

The CuatrmMan. We thank you for that hope, and we hope that your 
hope will be realized. 

Mrs. Wuerecer. Thank you. 
The Cuatrman. Mrs. Ernest W. Howard is recognized. 











STATEMENT OF MRS. ERNEST W. HOWARD, DEPARTMENT 
CHAIRMAN, FEDERATION OF WOMEN’S CLUBS 





Mrs. Howarp. Mr, Chairman, [ feel like we are getting somewhat 
repetitious. 

I am Mrs. Ernest W. Howard, department chairman of legislation 
of the District of Columbia Federation of Women’s Clubs. 

As I told you the other day, we have long, since way back in the 
1920's, been for a national representation for the District of Columbia, 
and the last few years we have gone on record for the Auchincloss bill 
and the Kefauver bill. 

We are definitely in favor of this bill, and for national representa- 
tion and home rule for the District of Columbia. 

There are so many reasons, Mr. Chairman, you have heard so many 
times, the Members of Congress have heard so many times, why we 
want it. We know there are so many constitutional reasons why we 
should have it as a people. And so, I think that I will just shorten 
my statement by saying this one thing, since we are a women’s club, 
and we are over 6,000 members affiliated with the general Federation 
of Women’s Clubs. 

I believe that in the next election—as you know women have come 
to stay in legislation, and particularly they are becoming more and 
more serious in their thoughts of what is gomg on in the Congress. 
We have about decided that the thing that most affects the legisla- 
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tion, that affects our welfare, is the type of men and women that are 
sent to Congress. So we are going to have to rely on them. 

I was looking over some notes the other day on the percentage of 
the voting frém Ww ay back. I tried to pick them up this morning, but 
I had mislaid them. But they were most interesting, from way y back 
where there were about 82 out of each 100 that voted, and on down into 
1948 and 1950, where the percentage went down to 42 out of 100. 

Women, since they have been voting, have rather consistently held 
up their numbers, but we have reason to believe that the next election 
will be a different story. All of the Members of Congress are going 
to hear a very different story because we believe that since the women 
are the ones who are filling the uniforms today for the war, we are 
going to look at it very seriously, and every woman is going to want 
to have her say in voting, and who our representatives are in the 
Congress. 

It may very well be that the reason these figures are low in the 
voting, getting lower every voting year—it may very well be since 
this is the seat of government, and the people in the States see that 
the people here do not have the privilege of voting, that they think: 
Well, that it isn’t too necessary ; that if the Congress doesn’t think it is 
necessary for us to vote here, it might not be too necessary out there. 
And it might have very serious repercussions. 

‘There are so many lights we can throw on it. 

And certainly in the District of Columbia we in the federation are 
not those who feel we are senseless and have not sense enough to vote. 
We do not feel that we are overriden with crime and all that sort of 
thing. We have our share, but we do feel that we should have the 
right to vote, have a voice in our Government, and take a part, which 
gives every citizen a dignified feeling that he does have a great part 
in this Government. 

And since now we are trying to impress the world so very hard at this 
time, why, the best thing that we could do, we feel, that the Congress 
could do is to give the people of the District of Columbia, who are 
citizens, who give a larger quota of soldiers than a great many States 
put together, and cert: ainly in the payment of taxes more than many 
States put together—we feel that the Congress should immediately 
give the citizens of the District of Columbia the right to vote. 

We, of course, appreciate the great stand you have taken, and your 
leadership in it, and we hope it will not be very long until we will 
have it. 

Thank you very much. 

The Cuamman. Thank you, Mrs. Howard. 

Mr. Jerome B. McKee. 


STATEMENT OF JEROME B. McKEE, PRESIDENT, FEDERATION OF 
BUSINESSMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


Mr. McKee. Senator, I am Jerome B. McKee, president of the Fed- 
eration of Businessmen’s Association. That organization is composed 
of 24 representative business groups, having a membership of about 
5,400 members of small-business men in the city of Washington. 
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At our meeting last night, which was our regular monthly meeting, 
I was first authorized—and at that meeting 1 would like to preface 
by saying the reporter of the Times-Herald was present, as well as 
the Evening Star, so that any question of not having the facts in writ- 
ing of that meeting last night can be substantiated. 

The Cuamman, You do not need that. Your word is sufficient. 

Mr. McKee. First, I was authorized to inform you that any speakers 
that appeared before you last week before another hearing that you 
held had no authority whatsoever from the Federation of Businessmen 
to either speak for them or to infer in any way that they were speaking 
for the federation. We deplore the publicity that ensued therefrom, 
for which we are sending a letter to the Board of Trade regretting 
statements made by one of the witnesses which would give any indica- 
tion that the Federation of Businessmen’s Association were a part of 
the remarks of that one gentleman. 

The CuHamrMan. I think that is family trouble betweeen the Board of 
Trade and the Businessmen’s Association, which they will have to 
settle. 

Mr. McKer. I appreciate that, but I wanted to, and I am glad to 
state that publicly, sir. 

I was also authorized, sir, to restate exactly what we restated last 
year and the prior years thereto. 

I would like to call your attention that this statement of last year 
was dated February 23, before the present war we are now engaged in 
under the UN. Therefore, I would like you to take note of how that 
language was stated on February 23, before Hon. John L. McMillan 
[reading |: 

I again would like to reiterate the Federation of Businessmen’s Association 
opposition to home rule for the District of Columbia as contained in the bill 
now before your committee. The record is clear as to our reasons of opposing 
this bill as was outlined before your committee. However, events move rapidly, 
and those that favor this legislation are pestering all the Members of Congress 
to sign a petition to bring this out on the floor. The possibility of conflict by 
our Nation—— 

The CuarrMan. You are not opposed to the constitutional right of 
the people to petition governmental officials, are you / 

Mr. McKer. No, sir. 

The Cuarrman. You refer to people who were asking Congress to 
do things as being “pests.” : 

Mr. McKee. I recognize, Senator, you are referring to one para- 
graph in the letter. I say that sometimes one paragraph is put in 
there, but the paragraphs together tell the story. 

The CHARMAN. “You do not object to the people of the District of 
Columbia exercising the right of petition guaranteed them by the 
Constitution ? 

Mr. McKerr. No, sir; but I think when you have public hearings, sir. 

But to carry on, to do what I would constitute lobbying, and in many 
instances maybe they were not registered lobbyists, that is what is 
referred to in that paragraph. 

The Cuarrman. I am sure no business organization or corporation 
is opposed to lobbying. They have spent a few million dollars a 
month. 
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Mr. McKer. That may be about big business, I know. I am speak- 
ing for small business, Senator. 

The Cnamman. But you are pursuing the same policy that the 
Board of Trade and big business in the District has advocated. 

Mr. McKee. May I then call your attention to this, to make a break 
here, sir, and I would like for it to be put in the record, if it meets with 
your approval—— 

The CHatrman. You may have the document put in. 

Mr. McKee. To call your attention to a copy of the February 5, 
1948, report of the American Legion of the District of Columbia, of 
which there are nine pages, of which I happen to be chairman that 
year, of the legislative committee. 

Now, would” you say the American Legion, sir, is made up of big 
business—30,000 ? 

The CuatrMan. I have read some articles in magazines within the 
last year in which it was alleged that big business has a substantial 
influence in the American Legion. | Applause. 

Mr. McKee. You are spe¢ aking on a national basis? 

‘The Cuarrman. Tam speaking on a national basis, yes. 

Mr. McKer. I may say, if you would check the names of the people 
who compiled this report, such as E. W. Luther, of the Kenneth H. 
Nash Post, recently deceased ; Charles Pittman, and Gibb L. Baker, of 
Gardner Post; Edward B. Williams of the Thad Dulin Post ; Abner C. 
Lakenan, of Labor Post, and others, you will find they are small people, 
sir, making a small economic living. 

The CHatrMan. Whether they are small or large, they have a right 
to come here and be heard. 

Mr. McKee. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. We want to hear what you have to say. While I 
anticipate that I am not going to agree with much that you are going 
to say, I insist on your right to: say it, and to be treated with the greatest 
courtesy. I hope you w ill not mind my challenging things w ith which 
I cannot agree, and telling you why. You have the right to challenge 
anything I say, too. 

Mr. McKer. That is correct; and I think I have taken that oppor- 
tunity, sir. 

The Cuarrman. We will continue to extend it, s 

Mr. McKee. Yes, sir. 

The Cnairman. Before you proceed, what is your specific objection 
to self-government for the people of the District of Columbia ? 

Mr. McKer. We will take the bill, and on the basis as written, we 
will just forget the text, sir. 

As your bill is now constituted, you say it is self-government. 

The Cramman. I am not aski ing you about this bill, Mr. McKee. 
T am asking you about the principle. 

Mr. McKer. The principle of the bill is the only thing before the 
Congress, sir. 

The Cuamman. Would you mind passing from the bill, and leaving 
that out of consideration for a minute ? , 

Mr. McKer. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Instead of raising technical objections to that, 
would you mind answering the question: Are you for or against 
home rule for the people of the District of Columbia ? 
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Mr. McKee. Not in its present written form in any bill before the 
Congress. We are for the voting privileges in the District of 
Columbia, together with representation in the Senate and the House, 
in comparison to your State and the other 48 States in the Union. 

I heard the latter part of Mrs. Howard’s statement, and I did 
not bring it, because it is a matter of record as to our budget affairs. 
But I can tell you, sir, that our population, as you well know, exceeds 
more than 20 States’ population. Our income paid in the way of taxes 
to the Federal Government exceeds that of 27 States. Weare in every 
sense of the word worse than the minority in a lot of other States 
under our population. But you are not giving us anything here 
that is desired by the people. 

The Cuaiman. Mr. McKee, I am not asking you about the bill. I 
want you to forget about that. I want to find out where you stand 
in principle. I ‘will let you register every objection to the bill that 
you want to make, and we will come back and have another session 
if it is necessary to hear you. But I want to know whether you are 
unconditionally for self-government for the people of the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. McKee. For self-government; yes, sir. We do not object to it. 

The CuarrMan. Do not object. Are you for it ¢ 

Mr. McKer. Yes, sir, for self-government, but it has to be self- 
government. 

Now, the Teague bill we are in favor of, sir. We have no opposi- 
tion whatsoever to that, which is parallel to your question, sir. We 
go along with that 100 percent. 

I asked Senator Kefauver in the past if we could have discussions 
to see if these bills could be brought about in a manner that would be 
acceptable to our federation. As yet I have no invitation to do that. 

But as the bill is written, as I have been led to believe by other com- 
mittee hearings, sir, of which you were not the chairman, they always 
wanted me to stick to the bill, and that is why I was following that 
procedure. So you will accept my apologies for trying to follow 
out what other committees have demanded of witnesses. 

The Cuamman. We want you to have more liberty than that. We 
want everybody to feel free to talk. 

Mr. McKrr. You want to hear some of our reasons, or objections 
to the present type of proposed bill. 

Elected Council sounds very good, but what authority are you 
giving them of divesting the Members of Congress of the work they 
are now charged with and have to do under the Constitution in behalf 
of the District?) The members of the Council are not going to help 
you any more than any other hired help in the District Building. 

Along with that there are three members to be appointed by the 
President of the United States to safeguard the interest of Federal 
property, Federal jurisdiction; yet you gentlemen of the Senate and 
the House are constantly protecting the Federal j jurisdiction here as it 
is set out in the Constitution. They ee initiate, that is, put into 
law any legislation. They can initiate it, sir. And it has to come to 
both the Senate and the House, sir. in chen same manner and principle 
that present legislation has done. 
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We will not have a voting Member in the Senate or the House, sir. 
He will be over here as no more than a secretary in behalf of the 
Senate. I cannot see where we are getting anything in exchange for 
the cost that is going to be thrust upon us. 

The Cuarrman. What additional costs do you think are going to 
be thrust upon you ¢ 

Mr. McKer. Well, the cost of paying those 12 gentlemen, plus the 
three by the President; 15 times five thousand, plus the services of 
the committee’s secretaries, and other clerical help that has to go 
along with it, sir. That is an expense in my book, sir. 

The CHatrMANn. Do you think that is too much to pay for the right 
of enjoying American citizenship, the right to vote 

Mr. McKee. You are not giving American citizenship. 

The CuarrMan (continuing). The liberty to help make your own 
rules and regulations and laws? 

Mr. McKee. They are not making their own laws. 

The CuatrmMan. Of course they are. 

Mr. McKer. If you can sell me that, sir, I would be glad to have 
you sell it to me. 

The CuAirman. You do not think the Council provided for in this 
bill would have any right to pass ordinances? 

Mr. McKee. Ordinances, yes, sir, but not laws. There is a difference 
between the two. 

The Cuatrman. What is the difference between an ordinance and a 
law ina municipality? Ihave been a mayor of a city, and have helped 
pass ordinances, and helped enforce.them all my life, I have thought 
a city ordinance a law and nothing but a law. 

Mr. McKer. It is, but at the same time Congress has passed that 
authority in regard to ordinances onto the heads of a city government. 
They cloak them with limited authority which they are exercising. 

The Carman. Turn to the bill now and turn to the specific thing 
you are objecting to here, will you? | 

Mr. McKee. I do not have a copy of the current bill. 

The Cuatrman. Here it is [handing document to witness]. 

Mr. McKee. I have my other bills all marked. That is why I was 
saying that. ; 

We will start with each page and see where the objections are raised, 
if any. . 

The CHatrMan. No, let’s stick to the one we are talking about now. 
You can go to any others you wish after that. 

Mr. McKee. All right. 

Your function of the Board of Commissioners is going to be changed 
over. We know that. 

The Cuatrman. Identify the language to which you are objecting 
and name the page and paragraph. 

Mr. McKer. All right, sir. 

First, we would like to question the reservation of congressional 
authority in section 401—the insertion of section 404, I meant to 
say. 

The CHatrmMan. Just a minute. 

Mr. McKer. Page 21, sir. 

The CHatrman. All right, sir. 
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Mr. McKee. The insertion of that section 404 clearly upholds our 
contention that home rule is not being offered when it states, and I 
quote : 

The Congress of the United States reserves the right at any time to exercise 
its constitutional authority as Legislature for the District of Columbia, by en- 
acting legislation for the District on any subject, whether within or without 
the scope of legislative power granted to the District Council by this Act, in- 
cluding without limitation legislation to amend or repeal any law in force in 
the District of Columbia prior to or after the enactment of this Act or any 
provision of this Act. 

Does that nullify the powers of the council for which we tare going 
to spend money? I say it does, sir. 

The CHatrmMan. You say it does? 

Mr. McKee. Yes, sir. 

The CHatrmMan. And nullifies all of them, you think? 

Mr. McKee. The Congress has to adhere to what the Constitution of 
the United States clearly gives to them, and the only way they can 
divest that is to give us the same r ight as you are now offering to other 
States, such as Puerto Rico and what not. 

The CHatrman. If we struck out that paragraph, would you be for 
the bill? 

Mr. McKer. No; because you cannot strike that out. You still 
are going to have to follow the Constitution of the United States, sir. 
It cannot be stricken out. 

The Cuarrman. You feel that the Constitution of the United States 
would have to be amended before we could give the people of the 
District of Columbia self-government ? 

Mr. McKee. Right, sir. 

The CHairman. I do not believe that there is a law yer in the United 
States that would concur in that opinion, Mr. McKee. 

Mr. McKee. All right. 

In section 301, on page 8, getting back to the creation of the Dis- 
trict Council, it is 11 men, 9 of whom shall be elected, and 2 of whom 
shall be appointed, where I made it 9 and 3, before. I made a mistake 
by one [reading]: 

Shall be appointed without regard to politic al affiliation, by the President by 
and with the advice and consent of the Senate. 

Yet section 404 is inserted to protect the interests of the United 
States, as I stated heretofore. Why the addition of two more ap- 
pointees by the President when 404 is written in here, where you are 
going to look after the interests of the Federal Government ? 

The Cuamman. With the Federal Government— 

Mr. McKee. You are not giving us the full jurisdiction when you 
make ¢ appointments in addition to the elected council. 

The Cuarrman. With the Federal Government owning approxi- 
mately 50 percent of all the property in the District of ¢ ‘olumbia, do 
you not think it ought to have a minority representation / 

Mr. McKer. If it pays its rightful share for that ; yes sir. 

The CuarrMan. You know the Federal Government is ¢ ‘ontributing 
something. I do not think it is contributing as much as it should 
contribute. I am in favor of a greater contribution. But the Fed- 
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eral Government always has contributed to the maintenance of the 
government in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. McKee. When they paid their $4,000,000, going back some 
years ago, sir, we didn’t have a budget of $40,000,000. Yet today, 
with 12—I don’t have to tell you the astronomical figures being 
reached today far in excess of $40,000,000. 

Now, section 303 on page 9 fixes the compensation of the council 
at the rate of $5,000, where the old H. R. 4902, which was the thing 
that started all this, the Auchincloss bill, fixes the compensation 
then at $3,000. 

The CratrmMan. Do you not think there are many reasons why 
salaries should be higher today than they were 10 years ago? 

Mr. McKer. If we keep raising these taxes, sir, I would like to 
change places with Uncle Sam and have his take Ee have him give 
me the take he is taking from me, sir. 

The CuatrmMan. You are a businessman. I suppose you know that 
businessmen in the year 1950, after the payment of all taxes, State, 
local, and national, made more money and had more net profits than 
they ever had in any other year in the history of the world, in this 
or any other land beneath the stars. 

Mr. McKer. You are speaking of large businesses. 

The Cuamman. I am speaking of all kinds. 

Mr. McKee. Not necessarily small. 

The CuarrmMan. Of course, there are exceptions to everything. 

Mr. McKer. You are absolutely correct, so far as using the figures 
are concerned. You are absolutely correct—the prosperity was the 
greatest regardless of taxation, and increased compensation to em- 
ployees. We hear a lot about that today, about compensation. It 
has to be enlarged if the people are going to meet the current ex- 
penses confronting them. I have no fight with that whatsoever. 

The Cuatrman. Then why are we wasting time on this $5,000 
a year? Do you think that competent councilmen could be obtained 
here for less than $5,000 a year ¢ 

Mr. McKrr. What I am getting at, the reason I brought that up 
is because I hoped it would bring a challenge, which it has. 

Take the commissionership of the District of Columbia, $12,000. 
I know what it costs you to live. Take a Commissioner, with high 
taxes today. By the time he has to enlarge his wardrobe, his laundry 
expenses, his help in the apartment or home, which he may have in 
the way of servants, and entertainment, if he — up with $4,000 
he is going to be lucky to pay his insurance and ea 

I say by the same token that the whole District Building salary 
should be adjusted, sir, all through the line. I do not stop at any 
ene point or at any one position. I have no fight with the little sum 
that is given to the Members of Congress for their expenses. I think 
they are entitled to it, sir. There are people on ae street today 
who believe that should not be, but I concur in it, because I know 
what you have to contend with in your expenses, sir. You are creat- 
ing a service, and a debt of gratitude should be given you and all 
other Members of Congress for serving the country. You are not 


laying anything away for what we call the future old age. I concur 
in that. sir. 
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On page 12, section 327, that is the “Creation and abolition of 
advisory boards and commissions.” It states in there that: 

The District Council may, by ordinance, create such advisory boards and 
commissions as it deems necessary or appropriate. * * * 

We just feel that that can lead to excess overhead as to compensa- 
tion; that it is a blank check. Nothing is inserted as to what salary 
gr ades or what not is to be given at that time. 

Whether we like it or not, that is a blank check. 

On page 13, sir, section 332, it creates another blank check to be 
filled in. 

On page 15, section—— 

The Cuarmman. Do you object to the District Council having a 
secretary or clerk ? 

Mr. McKer. If it is not unlimited, and you give us some idea of 
what the costs are going to be. 

The CHarrMan. You are not willing to trust the people of the 
District to elect the men and women who know what the proper salary 
would be for a secretary or clerk? 

Mr. McKerr. We say that is 

The Cuatrman. You think they should be shackled and told that 
they may employ a secretary only if they pay him only so much 
salary? You think all of that ought to be set out ? 

Mr. McKee. I would go along with this line of thinking, sir: Sena- 
tor Byrd has for years “criticized the expenses of the Federal Gov- 
ernment, to nate we all contribute. By the same token, we are 
wondering if this will not grow to the same situation unless there 
are checks put in there, so that they know what the costs are going 
to be. 

Our District Building may be stumbling, in your opinion. I do 
not know, sir. You can streamline the District Building in these 
various departments, if you wish. That is going to be set up under 
this Council. There is no law to stop that. But I say in this bill, 
you are treating the situation of a person that is starving to death, 
and instead of giving him medicine and a little food, you are trying 
to give him a banquet all in one gulp to digest, and I do not think we 

‘an digest it. That is summing up the whole picture as neatly as I 
“an give it to you. 

The Cuatrman. No, Mr. McKee, we are not trying to give them any 
banquet. 

The people of the Distr ict of Columbia have been starving to death 
politically for 70 years. 

Mr. McKee, Seventy t 

The Carman. Yes. And what we are trying to do now is at least 
to give them as much of the necessary bread of political life as the 
ravens gave to Elijah when God fed him from heaven. We think the 
time has come when the people of the District of Columbia deserve to 
be treated as decent, sensible, patriotic American citizens, and they 
ought not to be treated as stepchildren of the greatest Republic in the 
world. {Applause. | 

Mr. McKee. Senator, I have lived here 55 years. I started to work 
when I was 13, earning $3 a week, if you please, sir. I was not born 
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with a gold spoon, or a silver spoon. I have seen this city grow and 
develop, sir. And when I say that—even in my days as a kid, when 
anything was denied me that the people are complaining about, I never 
felt any denial, because the Constitution was written there. I could 
have taken myself elsewhere out of the city as I grew into manhood, 
if I didn’t like the fact. 

But we will go back, sir, if you will, sir. When you speak of your 
legislators, vote, when you only produce 53 to 54 percent of the voters 
in the country, electing the Senators and Congressmen, and the Presi- 
dent of the United States, there must be something wrong in the feel- 
ing of those people who have the vote and will not exercise it. 

The Carman. Yes; I think there is. When the people of the 
United States learn that you are totally disenfranchised in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, their reaction has been: Lf, in the Nation’s Capital, 
the people have no right to vote, why should I go to the polls to vote 
for Congressman or Senators? Why should I vote for the President 
of the United States‘ I think one reason why voting has been so 
sadly neglected is the fact that the people know that the residents of 
the District of Columbia, the Capital of this great Nation, and the 
capital, financially and politically, of the world, do not have the right 
to vote at all. 

Mr. McKer. Senator, would like to go back to 4902, the old Auch- 
incloss bill, when all this was discussed. Other Members of the Con- 
gress agreed with your thinking, but yet the Congress has not passed 
any bill giving us national representation the same as they have for 
the other countries that they want to be made a part of our 48 States. 
And they are not even within the boundaries of this country. 

1 think you could have helped us in this—the Congress—I am not 
speaking about you personally, sir—if when those objections were 
raised, machinery had been set in motion for national representation, 
which we know will take about 6 years. But we could have saved 3 
years, at least, that has not been saved, and has been wasted and 
dissipated. 

The CuarrmMan,. In your opinion who is to blame for that / 

Mr. McKer. Well, the responsibilities of you gentlemen represent- 
ing the whole United States, I cannot put the blame on any one per- 
son that would do it. We have asked of the various committees over 
the years—if you go back in the Star, as early as 1900, Mr. Noyes 
fought for that national representation, and 50 years has gone by. 
Why it has not been introduced in bill form, or passed by the Con- 
gress, surely I cannot answer it. 

The Cuatrman. You know there was a measure pending for that 
purpose that I introduced in the last Congress? 

Mr. McKer. Yes, sir. 

The Cuamman. And it went to the Judiciary Committee, where it 
must go, under our rules, and we were unable to get it out. The one 
reason why we were unable to get it out of that committee is that not 
even one person in the District of Columbia ever asked to come before 
the committee to say anything in behalf of the bill. I do not know 
of a single person in the whole district who made a request to be heard 
in favor of that resolution. 
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Mr. McKee. I know on various resolutions we have written letters 
approving the resolution, expecting the committee hearing would be 
held, such as this one. We have done that part. 

The CuarrMan. If that resolution were before this committee, 
there would have been hearings on it during the last session, and it 
would have been reported out of this committee. And the Senate 
would have had a chance to vote on it. 

Mr. McKee. I certainly wish you success during this session of 
Congress, sir. 

The Cuamman. I hope so, too, but I have no faith in accomplishing 
it unless the people of the District insist on going before the Judiciary 
Committee and being heard in behalf of the resolution. Unless the 
people of the District themselves show some interest in it, in an organ- 
ized, persistent way, that resolution probably will never get beyond 
the Committee on the Judiciary in the Senate. It will require some 
work on the part of the people here to get that resolution out. 

Mr. McKee. We also take exception, sir, on page 19, to section 402 

The Cuamman. Go right ahead. 

Mr. McKer. There legislation is created by the failure of Congress 
to pass legislation, and we feel under those circumstances, it may find 
its way to the Supreme Court of the United States. The right of 
Congress to veto again proves this is not home rule by the people 
themselves, sir. 

The CuatrMan. Do you think the Members of Congress would be 
constantly hunting for some excuse to drag this matter back here 
and again get into the business of governing the District ? 

Mr. McKee. No, sir; those don’t necessarily have to be under you. 
They can be given by authority in the way of ordinances to our Com- 
missioners, but there are certain things the Commissioners cannot do, 
sir. 

The Cuatrman. You think there is anything in this bill that would 
prevent the council from handling all matters of that sort? 

Mr. McKer. Yes, sir; they can handle all matters of that kind. 
They can’t handle a budget; they can’t handle other pieces of 
legislation. 

The Cuatrman. We can understand why Congress must have some 
jurisdiction over the budget, so long as it is helping with millions of 
dollars to defray the expenses of the District. But what other matters 
have you in mind? 

Mr. McKer. Using that right there now. Let’s go back to the end 
of this thing where you were going to have a new formula, if my 
memory serves me 1 rightly, as to payment by the Federal Government. 
I do not know whether it is deleted from this or not. The one I am 
referring to—you can correct me—there was to be a new formula of 
payment by the Federal Government to the District. Am I correct? 

The CuarrmMan. Turn to it. 

Mr. McKee. I just do not have that in front of me now. 

The Cuarman. Do you have it in your bill there / 

Mr. McKee. I do not know whether it is in this bill, because I 
thought it was on the very last 

The Cuarrman. It is here. 
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Mr. McKee. This is the one I am referring to—H. R. 6227. I did 
not see it inthe back. It is the Federal contribution. 

The CuarrMan. Title 20. 

Mr. McKer. Right, sir. Now why cannot that Federal contribu- 
tion be put in today so that when we consider the budget, we would 
know what the Federal Government is going to do? You put it in 
here as a definite part of the bill, but let’s see what it says in this bill, 
in section 2001 [reading] : 

In recognition of the obligation of the Federal Government to share equitably 
in the expense of maintaining the District of Columbia, there is hereby author- 
ized to be appropriated (in lieu of the authorization contained in article VI of 
the District of Columbia Revenue Act of 1947), for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1954, and for each fiscal year thereafter, as the annual payment by the 
United States toward defraying the expenses of the Government of the District 
of Columbia, an amount equal to 20 cents for each dollar of revenue which it is 
estimated will be received by the District (from all sources except the United 
States) during the fiscal year preceding the fiscal year for which payment is to 
be made. Such amount shall be decreased or increased, as the case may be, 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for each fiscal year thereafter, by 
20 cents for each dollar by which the estimated revenue for the fiscal year ending 
1 year before the beginning of the fiscal year for which payment is to be made 
exceeded or was less than the actual revenue received during such fiscal year. 

Out of any amount appropriated under the authorization contained in sub- 
section (a) of this section, the sum of $1,000,000 shall be credited to the water 
fund of the District of Columbia— 
which is the same amount as the United States is now paying under 
the budget of the District of Columbia— 
and the remainder shall be credited to the general fund of the District of 
Columbia. 

If the charter is accepted pursuant to title XIX, the Director of the Budget— 
and the city manager comes in with regard to those appropriations. 

My point in that is when we speak of the $12,000,000 tod: Ly, and you 
say we have to bring the budget before the Congress because of what 
they will or will not do, why can’t you give us the s same 20 cents to 
every dollar of the District taxes which the taxpayers are paying? 
You can write that in the law in this piece of legislation. You can 
write it into law as the old 50-50 and 60-40 plan was law. The Con- 
gress ignored that law for 8 years, sir. They nullified it, and gave 
us less than the 60-40 ratio, that is, their 40 and our 60. 

Then, at one of the hearings when it was brought before a com- 
mittee such as this. the chairman of that committee authorized Mr. 
West to have that law stricken from the books, sir. Yet, for 8 years, 

they violated that law. 

Senator Case. Who violated the law? 

Mr. McKrr. The Congress, by not giving us the 40 percent as was 
written into the law, sir. 

Senator Casr. Congress cannot violate a law. 

Mr. McKer. Well. it failed to give us what it stated that it was 
going to give in this instance. 

Senator Case. What I mean is, that every Congress is a law unto 
itself. No Congress can bind another. So it is an impossibility, 
legally, for a Congress to violate a law. That is, a subsequent Con- 
gress can pass a new law 





159 TIOME RULE FOR THE YISTRICT OF COTITWRTA 


rien Sex Lee ada 


MISE a Ne dig 


Ne Fe dl, 


eines 








Mr. 
this se 
Sen 
to hav 
Mr. 
stopp 
read 
The 
formul 
the lav 
Th: 
No 
provi 
of leg 
wi 
We 
futur 
that | 
Fede! 
recog 
Sei 
reped 
No C€ 
possi 
Mi 
press 
out t 
rule, 
wort 
Th 
yout 
Se 
sold 
way 
of tl 
rule 
M 
T dic 
alon 
se 
the ¢ 
amo 
true 
cont 
max 
pro] 
gres 
Sen 
autl 
and 
But 





vTueeervy Ori Ss 


wv CT 


HOME RULE FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 151 


Mr. McKesr. Under that interpretation, this is only good for 1 year, 
this section. 

Senator Case. The only way in which you can bind the Congress is 
to have a provision in the Constitution. 

Mr. McKer. I didn’t read this paragraph, and I wanted to. I was 
stopped, as I often am, and I expect to be stopped. I would like to 
read what I said in this thing. 

The Congress over the years has consistently refused to go back to the 60—40 
formula, and the law relating to that formula was violated for years before 
the law was repealed. 

That is the same language I used here, sir. 

Now, we come to section 2001, wherein a formula is being offered, 
providing we vote home rule. It is coupled up with this one piece 
of legislation, not separate and distinct. ° 

Why, we ask, is not this formula in being for this year’s budget / 

We also ask: If this is a 1-year thing that can be nullified by the 
future Congress, why is this being sold to the citizens of Washington 
that under home rule we are going to get a larger revenue from the 
Federal Government, and 1 year later another Congress does not 
recognize it? That is a question we have a right to ask, sir. 

Senator Casr. The simple answer to that is that you could never 
repeal a law if a Congress did not have the power to act that way. 
No Congress can bind a subsequent Congress, or else it would be im- 
possible to repeal or amend a law. 

Mr. McKer. I am just explaining here that we are under the im- 
pression, and IT have heard this discussed at many meetings through- 
out the city—some of the speakers have dwelt, “If we vote on home 
rule, we are going to get more money to save you taxpayers. It is 
worth doing.” 

They have sold home rule on that basis, and here we come before 
you to find out now it can only be in existence 1 vear. 

Senator Case. It is interesting, if that is true, that home rule is being 
sold on that basis. That means the District of Columbia can in some 
way compel the Congress to appropriate more money to the budget 
of the District. I didn’t suppose that was the basis on which home 
rule was being sold. 

Mr. McKee. Not entirely. I say it is one part of the argument. 
I didn’t mean to imply only that was used, but it was used as a wedge 
along with the other arguments to sell it, sir. 

Senator Casr. Now, as a matter of fact, many laws are passed by 
the Congress which authorize appropriations not exceeding a certain 
amount, but those are never guarantees of appropriations. That is 
true with authorizations for river and harbor improvement, flood 
control, and many other programs. They are authorized within a 
maximum appropriation of so much. Congress is authorized to ap- 
propriate, and that has rather a technical meaning within the Con- 
gress, that no appropriation committee, neither of the House nor the 
Senate, can report a bill carrying an amount in excess of the 
authorization. Otherwise, it would be construed as new legislation 
and be subject to a point of order in either the House or the Senate. 
But the Congressional Appropriations Committees can always report 
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less than the authorization, or they may not report any, as far as that 
is concerned. Many bills are passed which authorize appropriations 
for rivers and harbors, or flood control projects, particularly, which 
do not get immediate appropriation. They are always contingent 
upon appropriations, and they set a maximum limit. 

Mr. McKer. Senator, taking a lay person in the city who reads this 
specific paragraph, they have no knowledge of what you have given 
me right this minute. They accept that as in the future. That is'the 
same as we did the 50-50 and the 60-40 plan. It became an accepted 
fact. We looked forward to it, just like, possibly, your wife looks 
forward to a present from you at Christmas, or your children look 
forward to presents at Christmas. That is the impression. 

Senator Case. If that is the impression, it is unfortunate. 

Mr. McKee. It should be changed. 

Senator Case. It is probably somewhat similar to the impression 
given when the so-called Marshall plan was adopted. That author- 
ized appropriations up to such and such an amount, but subsequently 
the Congressional Appropriations Committees have reviewed the 
specific requests, and have appropriated within the maximum limit. 
That was the ceiling. 

Mr. McKee. Yes. 

Senator Case. It was authorized to be appropriated up to that 
amount, but Congress might appropriate less than that. But had the 
Congressional Appropriations Committees brought in a ‘bill appro- 
priating more than that amount, the excess amount would have been 
subject to a point of order. 

Mr. McKer. Well, it is just like looking over your Federal budget 
a few years ago, sir. I found the Federal Government willing to give 
to the area of Muscle Shoals the sum of $25,000,000 as the Federal 
expense of maintaining that area. I have never been in the area. 
I do not know its square footage. I know the population, and so 
forth, would not exceed the area the Federal Government is now using 
in this jurisdiction. Yet it had for several years also paid for uni- 
forms and everything else for the personnel. I think that we have 
been ill-treated in the District of Columbia as far as income from the 
Federal Government is concerned. 

Senator Case. Well, that may be or may not be; that is dependent 
upon what year you are looking at, and other things. But that is : 
question apart from home rule. No community in the Nation has ; 
right to levy taxes against the Federal Government. 

Mr. McKer. I agree with you. 

Senator Case. Under the principle of the sovereignty of the Federal 
Government. ; 

Mr. McKer. That is one of the reasons why the area was originally 
set apart as Federal property. 

Senator Case. There are instances where we pass laws which au- 
thorize payments in lieu of taxes, and in those cases generally the 
agency which administers those laws seeks to make a payment com- 
parable to what the local levy would be. But if it were to be per- 
mitted for county commissioners, let us say, in individual counties, 
leaving out the District of Columbia, to make levies upon the Federal 
Government, it would violate the theory of national sovereignty. 
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Mr. McKer. I agree with you. 

Senator Casr. So that the Congress does not pay taxes. Occasion- 
ally it makes payment in lieu of taxes, or it makes a contribution as 
in this instance. 

Mr. McKee. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. But no measure of home rule can ever—unless the 
Constitution is changed, no measure of home rule can ever give to 
any governing body the District of Columbia m: Ly have the power to 
levy a tax against the Federal Government. 

Mr. McKer. Well, that came into being by a statement of the Sena- 
tor for information which we were discussing before you came. We 
got farther back in the book than my intention was, but in order to 
answer the Senator’s question, that came up. 

If you have no objection, I would like to proceed going through the 
whole text. 

Senator Case. As far as I am concerned, I would be glad to have 
you, and I am sorry to have interrupted the trend of your thought. 

Mr. McKer. I think we got off of home rule in our discussion, for 
which I apologize, but it became a part of a question to me, sir. 

Getting back to page 25, section 501, the District Manager. That 
again creates another blank check to be filled in later. I am referring 
to the salary for the District of Columbia Manager , which is left 
blank. 

The Cuatrman. What should it be? 

Mr. McKer. If it is going to be $25,000, whatever it is, I would like 
to have it stated. 

The Cuatrman. Do you favor the principle of the government of a 
city by a city manager ¢ 

Mr. McKer. From what I have been informed, sir, I think the city 
manager form of government has made wondeful strides in the econ- 
omy of the cities where it has been utilized. yes, sir. I have not lived 
under it myself, but from reports I have heard I think they are to 
be commended for putting in city managers. 

On page 27, section 50: }—assistants to the District Manager. More 
blank checks, sir. 

The Cuatrrman. You think the council ought not to have the author- 
ity to fix salaries ¢ 

Mr. McKee. Yes, sir; but against the present expenditures in our 
present budget, a budget which is so excessive we are going to have 
to knock down from 10 to 15 million dollars, and we can’t give the 
services to the people we really need now, I don’t want to take away 
one classroom, if you please, sir. 

The Carman. Do you not think 

Mr. McKee. By increasing the cost of the top-load level of our 
District government. 

The CuatrMan. Do you not think there are enough sensible, patri- 
otic people in the District to elect a Council that would represent the 
wishes and the interests of the majority of the people in the District 
on questions such as that of determining the amount of salary that 
should be paid the city manager. 

Mr. McKer. I say we are bringing out the number of places where 
there are blank checks, trying to ‘indicate that is excessive cost at the 
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top level, of which the citizens of Washington are not really going 
to receive any benefit. 

The Cuarrman. Specifically, what would have to be added to sec- 
tion 501 to gain your approv al of that section ? 

Mr. McKer. We are saying we think the people should know ap- 
proximately. If you want to exceed by 20 percent of the present basis 
we will go along with it, but we would like to add up the figures and 
see what the sum total of them is. 

The Cuarrman. In the paragraph you are speaking to, you cannot 
add 20 percent to any amount, because there is no amount stated. I 
am asking you what we would have to add to paragraph 501 to win 
your support of that section ? 

Mr. McKee. Well, that 503—— 

The Cuarrman. Let’s stick to 501, s 

Mr. McKer. All right, 501. 

The Cuamman. The city manager. 

Mr. McKer. The District Council and the manager's salary. I 
would like for you, if it is necessary, to put a sum of $25,000 there, 
and I would not object. 

The Cuatrrman. If we put the sum in, you would not object ? 

Mr. McKee. I would have no objection. 

The Cuarrman. Then you would be in favor of that section ? 

Mr. Mcixer. Yes, sir. 

Now, what we object to in 503 is that the District manager cannot 
appoint as many assistants—specify the number, if you please, sir. 
“As many” is too broad a statement—“as many assistants’—and “he 
shall fix the compensation of each.” 

Now, here the people you are electing are not going to have a voice 
in the number he is going to have, or the salaries he is going to pay 
them. 

The Cuatrrman. Would you like the Congress to fix the salary you 
could pay and the appointments you could make next year to help 
you conduct your business, sir? 

Mr. McKer. When it comes, sir, it is scrutinized as to each depart- 
ment as to the level it needs to assist the heads of those specific divi- 
sions. If we do it today, sir, we can again do it here. 

The CHairman. Do you think you could not safely trust the District 
council ¢ 

Mr. McKer. We bring this out—this is not a trust. We are bringing 
out to you the things we see as excessive costs at the top level, that the 
loaneeyenn may be paying for, when we could have another school 
building, or some other much needed thing for the people of Wash- 
ington that are paying the taxes. 

Section 822. That is on page 45, sir. 

All of these are showing here the number of things we think is a 
blank check, and will run up to a large figure, too large : a figure. 

That is section 822 on page 45—the cost of audit. We do not know 
what that is going to be. We would like to have some information. 
If it is now in being, let us know what that cost is. There is nothing 
in the present budget at the present time to my knowledge of what 
that cost is by the ( ‘omptroller General of the United States for the 
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audit by the Federal Government. If there is no charge for it now, 
we would like to know what those charges are going to be. 

The CHarrman. You think we ought to determine in advance just 
exactly what it would cost to make that audit and put the amount in 
the bill? 

Mr. McKer. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. | wonder if you could fix the cost of your wife’s 
budget for sugar and coffee and meat and so on next August. Do you 
suppose you could do that and write it out now 4 

Mr. McKer. Not unless I went to the store and bought it ahead. 

The Cuarrman. Do you not think these trivial details we are talking 
about here should be left to the council you elect yourself, the peop se 
you vote for, and put in office for the pur pose of representing you 4 

Mr. McKer. It may be. But also, Senator, 1 remind you, as was 
pointed out, when the work was done, it was done with the intent of 
letting you gentlemen know that the bill had been studied. If we had 
crossed over two or three paragraphs, you may say we have not studied 
the bill, and we believed we should come here to — you that the 
thing was properly studied by us, and discussed, s 

Senator Case. I think that is encouraging. 

I think the principle the chairman just stated is a good one, and 
personally I could carry it even further. If 1 have any feeling about 
the bill in that respect, it is that there is too much detail in the bill 
now. I personally would exercise the principle of home rule further 
and give the council even more authority to pass on the reorganization 
of government, and let it work it out. I think that is the principle 
of home rule. 

Mr. McKee. In going through it, I have done what I am doing 
now, sir, to prove we have not come in here without having studied 
the bill. And as far as going any further, just taking the time, I think 
I have demonstrated the bill has been studied, 

Senator Case. I think you have. But these details that you are 
against would be appropriate representations for you to make to your 
elected council, city council, and let the council work on those things. 
That would be exercising by them home rule. 

Mr. McKee. When you are speaking of home rule, I am possibly 
not as learned—I am not a member of the bar, sir, and I cannot reach 
back as others would, into a law book. But where else is there a home 
rule today that is a part of the possession of the United States that 
we may now be considering for statehood? Is there any such bill 
existing or area existing under home rule that we could study how 
they are functioning—whether successful or unsuccessful ¢ 

Senator Case. We have Territorial legislatures in the Territories. 

Mr. McKer. I realize we have that, yes, sir, before they became 
States. But I want to know if it is patterned under this home rule. 
Tam not familiar with it. Iam seeking information. 

The CuarrmMan. Cannot you find your illustration of the way home 
rule operates in munic ipslities in every city in the United States from 
New York City to a city of 2,000 population / 

Mr. McKee. But it is such a difference between this and your city 
councils, sir, set up by law, to actually do things. 
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The Cuarrman. Yes, because the circumstances, as we have already 
pointed out, are entirely different. Here the Federal Government 
owns approximately 50 percent of all the property in the District of 
Columbia. In the matter of the budget to which you refer, the 
Federal Government must have some representation. That is why 
we provide that the President appoint two members of the Council 
to represent approximately 50 percent of the property values in the 
District. 

Mr. McKee. All right, sir. 

The Cuairman. Do you think that is an unreasonable precaution to 
take for your Government ? 

Mr. McKer. By the Constitution, as I stated earlier, sir, you are 
charged with that. You cannot ignore it. You are charged with that. 
I cannot ask you to divest yourself of something you are charged with 
by the Constitution. 

Senator Case. Then you are not objecting to that ? 

Mr. McKrr. What we believe 

The CuarrmMan. Yes; he objected to it before you came in, Senator. 
At least, I understood you to object to the President appointing two 
members of the Council on the ground that the people are going to 
have to pay for it. 

Mr. McKerr. If Congress is going to take the same power it does to 
create legislation for the District, as it is now doing, except for police 
powers and city ordinances, I do not see why the other expenditure is 
necessary for two members representing the Federal Government. 

You as a body up here represent the Federal Government. If that 
only means one more teacher in our public schools, I want to elimi- 
nate it. 

The Cuatrman. On the theory that the people of the District of 
Columbia would have to pay for that extra? 

Mr. McKerr. When you talk about home rule, and the Council 
running it, there are two people in there who may sway these other 
people on the Council because of their appointment by the President 
of the United States. I do not say they will attempt to, or will, but 
it may be possible. 

The Cuairnman. You are enlarging your objection now. I under- 
stood, from what you said awhile ago, that you objected solely on 
the ground that the people of the District would have to pay the salary 
of these two members. 

Mr. McKee. It will be in our budget, as so set up in here as an 
11-man Board. 

The Cuairnman. Are you opposed to it on the ground of its cost, 
or on the ground it violates some principle ? 

Mr. McKer. It is superfluous material on the Board. 

The Cuarrman. You think the people of the District ought not to 
have to pay for that part of their government ? 

Mr. McKer. If they are going to elect those people, they should 
be the only ones without confusing it with appointees. 

Now, the other thing we have always objected to is your section 
1206 on page 81. 


The Cuatrman. Go right ahead, Mr. McKee. 
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Mr. McKee. That is the section that provides for dual voting 
privileges. 

In that connection, there have been two towns particularly pointed 
out in the United States where that exists. One of them is Cheverly, 
Md., nearby, which was originally inhabited by employees of the 
Federal Government, who had voting privileges elsewhere, which they 
would not surrender. So, as they themselves were the only ones in 
the town, it was conserved for that little area that they would have 
the right to vote in Cheverly and not forfeit their right in another 
State. Today the population of that town has grown, by the report of 
the postmaster, to the huge‘sum of 2,700 inhabitants. 

The other town is across the line, on Rhode Island Avenue NE., 
known as Brentwood, with a population of 2,400, in the same category 
of being founded as the other town was there in Cheverly. 

Senator Case. How was that provision made? 

Mr. McKee. The provision for that little area, for that town, pro- 
vides they will not forfeit their rights in their State, but cannot vote 
in the State of Maryland for any other offices. 

Senator Case. That was an act by the Legislature of Maryland? 

Mr. McKer. The town council created their own tow n, and through 
their own charter created it. 

Now we are offering to the residents of the Distr ict. re -gardless of 
voting privileges elsewhere, the same right in this jurisdiction, which 
is, mind you, approximately the ninth largest city in the United 
States. 

Senator, I say to you, if you went back to your State and stated 
that anyone who lived in that area for a year, regardless of where else 
he is voting, shall have the right to vote in your. largest city—I don’t 
have to tell you what would he appen. The press would crucify you. 
Yet you are asking us to do the same thing. 

Senator Case. I am not asking you, if you are addressing your re- 
mark to me. 

Mr. McKrr. When I say “you,” please, sir, remember, I am speaking 
about the language of the bill, and always referring to the sponsors 
of the bill only. Sometimes I use the wrong word. When I say 

“you,” I am speaking as to the body of which you are now presiding 
over the bill. 

Senator Case. Not 1; the chairman is. 

Mr. McKer. Well, you are sitting in on it, too, sir. I wanted you 
to know I did not mean you, personally. I apologize for it. 

If you can convince me on that, I will carry it back to my group. 
have an open mind. 

The CuarrMan. I do not think there is any chance of our convincing 
you that you should support this bill. 

Mr. McKee. Not this bill. I said on that point of dual voting. 

The CuarrmMan. Since there is no chance of convincing you on the 
whole bill, I am not going to waste time trying to convert you on any 
part of it. 

Mr. McKer. I think that is as far as I need to go, unless there are 
any questions. 
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The Cuatrman. Senator Case, do you have any questions? 
Senator Case, No questions. 

The Cuarrman. That is all. 

(The American Legion report submitted by Mr. McKee is as 
follows: ) 











THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
DEPARTMENT OF DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
February 5, 1948. 

Dear Post COMMANDER AND Post LEGISLATIVE OFFICER: Enclosed please find 
report of the action of the department legislative committee in regard to H. R. 
4902, otherwise referred to as the Auchincloss home-rule bill for the District of 
Columbia. 

In it you will find the objections of the legislative committee. 

I was unable to obtain enough copies of the bill to forward to each the post 
commander and the post legislative officer, but am sending to each post commander 
the bill H. R. 4902. 

This is a vital piece of legislation, and it is your duty to study both the report 
and the bill. 

While many of the members of the legislative committee have already been 
furnished a copy of the bill, I would appreciate if the post commander will im- 
mediately contact his legislative officer so that the two of them can go over the 
material together, and then present it to the members of their respective posts 
at their next meeting, so that the post commander or whoever is delegated to 
represent him will be prepared to vote either in favor of the action taken or vote 
against the action taken at the next regular executive committee meeting, sched- 
uled for Thursday, February 26, 1948, at 8 p. m. 

May I, in closing, thank the members of the legislative committee for their 
intelligent analyzation and discussion on the subject matter. 

Yours in comradeship, 










































































JEROME B. McKEE, 
Chairman, Department Legislative Committee. 










THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
DEPARTMENT OF DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
February 5, 1948. 
JoInT CONGRESSIONAL COM MITTEE ON HOME RULE FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


HONORABLE MEMBERS: A subcommittee was assigned the task of analyzing H. R. 
4902 in the following manner. 

E. W. Luther of the Kenneth H. Nash Post took the first portion of the bill 
ending with section 710; Charles Tittman, in collaboration with Gibb L. Baker, 
both of Gardner Post, took sections 711 to 1105, inclusive; Edward B. Williams of 
Thad Dulin Post took sections 1106 to 1322, inclusive: Abner C. Lakenan of 
Labor Post took sections 1323 to 2201, inclusive. To the chairman, Jerome B. 
McKee, was delegated the task of covering the mandate of Congress as embodied 
in article 1, section 8, of the Constitution, together with defining the purpose of 
the proposed H. R. 4902, together with the findings of the full committee. 

A special meeting of the full committee to discuss the bill was held Thursday, 
January 29, 1948, at the American Legion headquarters, and 34 posts were 
represented. 

Each member of the subcommittee thoroughly analyzed the various sections of 
the bill with full discussion on its parts as set forth herein. 

Upon conclusion of discussion, the following motion was approved by 27 mem- 
bers, the other 7 members being recorded as not voting. 

“Resolved, That the legislative committee of the American Legion, Department 
of the District of Columbia, is opposed to H. R. 4902 in toto and that the chair- 
man, Jerome B. McKee, so advise the department executive committee of its 
findings.” 

An additional motion was voted upon wherein 33 voted in favor and 1 was 
recorded as not voting, which motion was as follows: 

“Resolved, That our chairman, Jerome B. McKee, be authorized to appear before 
the joint committee holding hearings on H. R. 4902, and that he be empowered 
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to insert his findings as read by him to the committee, and the findings of the 
committee ; also prepare his report for our department executive committee meet- 
ing to be held Thursday, February 26, 1948, for their approval or disapproval in 
compliance with procedure of this department.” 

The findings of the executive committee will thereafter be forwarded to the 
Joint Committee on Home Rule for the District of Columbia by our department 
commander, Owen C. Holleran, in conformity with our procedure. 

Our committee recognized that H. R. 4902 could not be discussed intelligently 
unless they had also studied the report of the subcommittee pursuant to House 
Resolutions 195 and 228, because embodied in it are the conclusions reached that 
created H. R. 4902. 

Unfortunately, only a few have had the opportunity of studying the statements 
of all who appeared before the subcommittee, and we doubt if very many will 
tackle this arduous task. 

The three objectives sought by your committee were enumerated as follows: 

1. Relieving Congress as much as possible of the burdensome housekeeping 
function of the District of Columbia while still retaining essential control in 
Congress as required by the Constitution. 

2. Creating a representative local government for the District chosen by quali- 
fied electors. 

3. Providing an efficient and economical government for the District of 
Columbia. 

In its report your subcommittee had this to say: 

If all three of these objectives are to be achieved, it is obvious that the 
problems of home rule and reorganization of the District government are inex- 
tricably tied together. 

Home rule by itself might accomplish the first and second objectives, but would 
not guarantee the third. 

Reorganization by itself might achieve the third aim, but would not affect 
the first and second. Therefore, the subcommittee has considered home rule 
and reorganization in combination, 

But your subcommittee did not say that it could streamline its functions and 
streamline the functions of the District by combining Nos. (1) and (3). 

However, it makes reference to such an idea when it states: 

“If it were decided that the District should not have local home rule, our 
recommendations as to reorganization of the District government would be 
different in several material respects. For example, the subcommittee would be 
considerably less concerned about a clear separation between Federal and District 
agencies, if there were no local home rule in the District, because District resi- 
dents would have nothing to say with respect to either type of agency. 

I now present to you the findings of the committee in chronological order. Web- 
ster’s Dictionary defines “home rule” as— 

“Government of a district, colony, territory, etc., by the inhabitants 
selves, particularly with regard to local matters.” 

We concur that a reorganization of the District government should be insti- 
tuted, and our reasons for saying this is embodied further on in this presenta- 
tion, but for the most part we discussed home-rule provisions, 

Title I, section 1, states: “‘This act may be cited as the ‘Charter of the District 
of Columbia’.” 

Title II, section 201, states “for government purposes,’ but governing powers 
will still lay in the hands of Congress and the President of the United States. 
Therefore, the charter does not truly create a body politic. 

Title III, section D, gives a blank check to spend money which money comes 
from the taxpayers of the District of Columbia, 

Section D, chapter 2, lines 12 to 14, also gives a blank check. Section 3038 also 
gives a blank check. Section 304 (1), (2), and (2B) places control in Congress 
not control by the citizens. 

Title IV permits Federal employees to serve on the elected Council. What 
special privileges will be granted them to spend the time to attend 48 meetings 
a year? Will these meetings be full-day meetings, or a couple of hours in the 
evening each week ? 

If an Army officer is elected to the Council, and failed to please someone in 
power, would he soon find himself transferred to another jurisdiction? 
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If a lame-duck Member of Congress having had the residence requirements 
were elected to the Council, would party politics be submerged? 

Could an attorney jeopardize his clients’ interests by trying to be both in 
court and in session with the other members of the City Council? The courts 
might find sufficient ground to permit him to continue cases, that it might deny 
other members of the bar this courtesy. 

Section 425 definitely states Congress could exercise its exclusive legislative 
power over the District of Columbia. Is this home rule? 

Section 426 definitely tells the taxpayers of the District of Columbia that the 
District Council may not pass any legislative proposal or ordinance that would 
impose any tax on property of the United States. In its stead another formula 
is used to tax the United States, and that is with the consent of Congress. 

Section 426 D (1): Very well written, but nothing is said that would prevent 
a Member of Congress doing the same thing. We all recognize that Members of 
Congress are expected to help their constituents. 

Section 427 again creates an expense that is too elastic. 

Section 426: Restudy the procedure to be followed and see if this would con- 
stitute reorganization or streamlining. 

Title V. Definitely sets out disapproval by either House of Congress or by 
the President. 

Again is this home rule? 

Title VI. The district manager: Please reread the power granted unto him, 
one who is hired by the District Council, not one elected by the electors. 

You give him more power than you ever granted unto our Commissioners, who 
also were selected not elected. Perhaps, if you had granted such powers to our 
Commissioners, the District would be in such shape that the time would not 
have been spent on this bill. 

Section 603: (1) Is this delegating power and authority? 

Section 603 6B: More delegation of power. 

Section 605: Another blank check; only this time it is given to the District 
Manager. 

Section 606: All functions transferred to the District Manager; and, as previ- 
ously stated, to one who was not elected by the people. 

Section 702: The budget is not ready until February 1; yet it has to go through 
many processes so that the budget will be approved all along the line within 5 
months. 

Section 704 permits a hearing with 7 days. What organized groups of citizens 
could appear before this hearing and say that the budget has been studied 
by their groups, and they are in favor or opposed to items in this budget? 

Section 814: Should be better defined with an “‘i. e.” 

Section 1011 (C): This Commission has had an enviable record because one 
of its members had recourse to criminal files, but we would do away with this 
protection. 

Title XI. Board of Publie Education: For this office, names have to be placed 
on a ballot. A proposed candidate will be subject to many phone calls, requests 
to appear before various groups, and a candidate might be besmirched in the 
press, all of which he or she has to endure, then if elected serves at the magnificent 
sum of $10 a meeting or at the most $250 a year. 

“What price glory.” 

Section 1203 abolished the office of the People’s Council, and in place thereof 
is a 3-member Board at $7,500 each. The question is asked: Does this agency 
do sufficient work to pay the heads alone $22,500? 

Section 1204: From what we can ascertain this office requires the services of 
those capable of presenting findings of fact and conclusions of law. Yet it is now 
to be administered by a 3-man Board whose services are limited to 40 days 
a year by the ceiling of $1,000 a year. 

Title XIV. Board of Electors: Here again we have appointees by the Presi- 
dent, but Presidential appointment of our Commissioners is not classified home 
rule. 

In the report of the subcommittee on page 18 thereof we find Qualifications of 
Electors, Under that heading reference is made te precedent in Maryland by 
referring to Cheverly and Brentwood. 

The first mayor of Cheverly no doubt was elected when the population was 
no greater than 500, and those of us who have lived here any length of time know 
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that Brentwood does not have but an average population for a town of its size. 

Yet the city of Washington with a population of 938,000 people, a city with a 
greater population than 14 States in the Union finds the only precedent where 
one could serve as an elective officer and hold voting privileges elsewhere were 
two nearby towns in Maryland, and because of these two precedents our home 
rule bill would permit a voter elsewhere who paid taxes in that other jurisdic- 
tion but paid no taxes to the District to be an elective member of the city coun- 
cil and permit his selection as mayor. 

If this is enacted into law, we feel a contest will be resorted to in the courts 
with its ultimate results. 

Title XVI. Section 1601: (A) We pay for everything yet many Federal depart- 
ments have been set up at Federal expense for the benefit of farmers, cotton 
growers, soil erosion, and everything under the sun that we in Washington have 
no need of because of the type of city we have. 

We have a population rated at 0.74 of the Nation, paying taxes at the rate of 
1.24 percent of all the income received by the Federal Government, yet we are 
to be charge@ for services that rightfully should be given us as the city represents 
the Nation in so many avenues of direction. 

Title XVIII. St. Elizabeths Hospital: At long last a formula is being worked 
out to grant relief to the taxpayers of the District of Columbia, who have for 
years been forced to pay for service of others than our own residents. This we 
sincerely appreciate. 

Section 2008: Much emphasis has been placed that Congress would appropri- 
ate the sum of $1,000,000 for this plan, but very little emphasis has been placed 
that this $1,000,000. has to be paid back out of the pockets of the taxpayers of 
the District of Columbia. 

I now present to you my personal findings as presented to our full commit- 
tee which, as previously indicated, was authorized to be a part hereof. 

Our Engineering Department is as fine as any city. 

No other city can claim any better. 

This Department should be retained under the leadership of an officer of the 
Corps of Engineers, for the protection of the Federal Government. 

We read many articles as to what to expect if there is another war—atomic 
bombs and germ war. 

Our water supply originates many miles away in an adjoining State. Who 
would protect the original streams, the source of supply down through the dis- 
tribution in event of a germ war? Imagine the responsibility of our city officials 
to combat bacteriological warfare or sabotage. 

If there is one department that belongs under the control of the Federal 
Government it is our water supply. Deny pure water to the Government per- 
sonnel, and what would happen to that personnel? 

Much criticism is directed as to our pattern of operations, and a much more 
comprehensive plan has been evolved to streamline its functions. 

Why hasn’t it been done before with our present commissionership form of 
government? 

Surveys have been made in behalf of Congress in the past, but Congress has 
been the one that has failed to act. 

Senator Byrd, of Virginia, has been calling attention to the overlapping of 
bureaus of the Federal Government, but his suggestions have not been enter- 
tained. 

Why not approach this in a businesslike manner? 

Out of the budget of the District of Columbia we should hire experts, such as 
the Brookings Institute, and from their findings let Congress reshuffle the Dis- 
trict but retain our present form of government. 

Article I, section 8, of the Constitution of the United States provides for “ex- 
clusive legislation” over the District of Columbia, and to avoid any mistakes 
was added “in all cases whatsoever.” 

This clearly defined exclusive jurisdiction over the Capital of the Nation by 
Congress, and nothing in the Auchincloss plan can eliminate this responsibility. 

Let’s compare this city. 

First and foremost it is the Capital City of the Nation. 

To truly make it a credit to the Nation, the L’Enfant plan was utilized for 
the prestige it would give to the Nation’s Capital, not just for the benefit of its 
inhabitants, 
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No matter what city or hamlet an American resides in, he realizes that the 
seat of government, his Capital, is all that he would have it. 

It is a city of prestige, fronting in behalf of the people of the United States. 

We as citizens did not do this; Congress did this. 

Our wide streets and avenues, while a benefit to the citizens, is also a benefit 
to the Members of Congress, the judiciary, the employees of Government living 
outside its city limits, foreign embassies (who pay no city or Federal taxes), 
and other tax-exempt property. 

Imposed on the people is the mandate to keep it clean, keep its roadbeds in 
good conditions, maintain sanitation, fire and police protection, etc., not only 
for the benefit of its citizens, but for the benefit of the Federal Government in 
all respects. 

Other cities have heavy industries, and the taxes imposed by those cities on 
heavy industries, is passed along by those heavy industries to the purchasers 
of those items scattered all over the United States and, in many instances, to 
countries to whom they export. 

We have no heavy industries of such kind ‘in the District to prafide for such 
taxes, the city being made up of white-collar workers in Government or in 
retail business. 

Therefore, what should be classified as heavy industry is the Federal Govern- 
ment, and it is the Federal Government that should bear an equal expense with 
the citizens thereof. 

Last year Congress appropriated to the District of Columbia for services to 
be rendered the Federal Government $11,000,000, plus a charge for water. 

Let’s suppose that the area of the Federal Government here could be isolated 
in one area, as was done at Oak Ridge, Tenn., the area that conceived the 
atomic bomb, which area is under the control of the Atomic Energy Commission. 
To give you an insight as to the cost of maintaining that area I refer you to 
page 74 of the Budget of the United States Government for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1949. 

Salaries and expenses, Atomic Energy Commission, call for an appropriation 
of $625,000,000 to be a part of a total sum to be expended of $684,995,287. 

Item 4 of “Obligations by activities” shows operations of community facili- 
ties at a cost of $26,422,057, but no breakdown other than this reference is had. 

In addition appropriation is made for the purchase, repair, and cleaning of 
uniforms, all embodied in a lump sum called “Variety of objects.” 

We as taxpayers to the Federal Government, representing 21,236 members who 
offered their lives in defense of this Nation, are desirous that this Commission 
remain in being and leave to your consideration the proper appropriation. 

if the Federal Government were so isolated here and had to create its water 
supply, its streets, sewerage, fire and police protection, hospitalization, garbage 
and trash removal, and all the other items that go to make up a city, what would 
be the cost of maintenance for such a city? 

I dare say that $25,000,000 would not do the job. 

We have a city that has expanded beyond normal growth, because of two wars 
our country was thrust into, and it was these two wars that of necessity increased 
government within our boundaries. 

This was caused by this city being the seat of government, not by the citizens 
here. 

The obligation of Congress which had for many years been 60—40, then 50-50 of 
our annual budget, has been eliminated. 

Many formulas have been proposed and now the proposal is that a rate of 
S7'4 percent be charged the Federal Government for its realty holdings against 
100 percent of that charged our citizens. 

Before Congress is the request for billions to aid Europe. Subsidies are paid 
to many and we read where Florida will request a subsidy of $6,000,000 to protect 
the fruit growers, thereby increasing cost of living. 

Congress ignores its obligations to the Nation’s Capital, yet we have with us 
one of the finest universities in the country, namely, the Howard University, all 
tax-exempt, which is supported 100 percent by Federal appropriations, which for 
the past year amounted to $4,067,480. 

This being the Nation's Capital, all organized minority groups have made this 
city their headquarters, to better focus themselves on Congress. ' 
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These organized minority groups will constitute a principal part of the 
electorate, and could control the City Council. 

It was the conclusion of the legislative committee that the language used 
by your subcommittee in setting forth the first objective, I quote: “Relieving 
Congress as much as possible of the burdensome housekeeping functions of the 
District of Columbia while still retaining essential control in Congress as re- 
quired by the Constitution,” has had more to do in creating this bill than to grant 
home rule to the people of the District of Columbia. 

The Constitution was here before any of us were born. The Constitution is a 
mandate on Congress, yet it appeared to our committee that Congress would 
throw us to the wolves, so to — and let a future Congress repair the 
damage that would be done to the Nation’s Capital. 

If it is essential to relieve Congress of its burdens and a necessity to re- 
organize the departments of the District of Columbia, then let Congress hire for 
itself personnel responsible to it to accomplish the mandate of the Constitution 
and likewise utilize the services of institutions such as the Brookings Institute 
to reduce the various agencies of the District of Columbia. 

The American Legion Department of the District of Columbia, has been on 
record for national representation in Congress, but has not heretofore been on 
record for home rule as proposed in H. R. 4902. 

In behalf of the legislation committee of the American Legion Department of 
the District of Columbia, and by their authority, I reiterate that we are opposed 
to H. R. 4902 in toto. 


JEROME B. McKee, 
Chairman, Legislative Committee, the American Legion, 
Department of the District of Columbia. 


The CHarman. Mrs. Margie Malmberg 


STATEMENT OF MRS. MARGIE MALMBERG, DIRECTOR, WASHING- 
TON OFFICE, AMERICAN LIBRARY ASSOCIATION 


Mrs. Mautmperc. My name is Mrs. Margie Malmberg, director of 
the Washington office of the American Librar y Association. This is 
a professional organization, with a membership of over 20,000 school, 
college, public, and research librarians. 

Our remarks will be addressed toward section 909 and section 1302 
of S. 656. With the broad purposes of the bill there can be nothing 
but approval. We want to comment on the functions of the Library 
Board which along with the Office of Librarian would be transferred 
to the Director of the Department of Libraries. 

As Dr. Oliver Barceau, a social scientist of Bennington College, 
says in The Public Library and the Political Process “in both the 
thinking and the practice of public-library government there has been, 
and is today, substantial consensus in favor of the board form.” The 
Library Quarterly for July 1949, reports a 1947 survey of 195 cities 
of 50,000 population and over, excluding New York and Chicago, 
showed that of their 206 public libraries, "193 operated under boards 
of library trustees while 13 did not. Of the cities of 250,000 popula- 
tion and over, there were 2 without boards. 

It is interesting to note ths at the International City Managers As- 
sociation does not recommend the abolition of the library board. The 
majority of city managers have retained the library board. 

Why do library boards serve such an important role in the sound 
de ‘velopment of the public library? An effective public library truly 
mirrors the needs of a whole community and must be the information 
center from which the individual citizen of any age can secure the 
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library materials to suit his every interest throughout his life. With 
the growing complexities of this age it is increasingly needful that the 
public library offer citizens the opportunity for continuous education. 
As a rule, the library board reflects the diversity of interests of the 
community itself. As a policy-making board, ‘they bring a range 
of experience and attitudes that is invaluable to a librarian who would 
reflect a total viewpoint. As a sounding board for the libr: ‘arian, 
they serve as lay critics for a professional : administration, and insure 
continuity of policy. Often they supply legal, financial, architectural, 
and political counsel. With prestige, economic, social, or political, 
it can represent the library effectively before the city hall, county 
commissioners, or other : appropriating body without appearing self- 
soernne: Most important of all, it protects the librarian from polit- 

cal pressures, otherwise inherent, and safeguards established pro- 
colaras of both tenure and policy. 

Should the board be abolished, it is strongly recommended that a 
citizens committee be created by the District Council to serve in an 
advisory capacity. Lay participation and interest will undoubtedly 
encourage citizen support, and also insure every facet of the com- 
munity being represented. 

It is noted that provisions are made for a Board of Education. I 
am sure the reasons for such a board would be equally applicable to 
the other educational agency in the community, which complements 
and supplements the work of the school. 

The civil-service system worked out for the District of Columbia 
Public Library employees and those of the Library of Congress has 
proved so admirable it can only be recommended for continuance. 

We are most appreciative of this opportunity to testify. 

Senator Case. I would like to say you have made a very helpful 
statement, and it shows a real interest in the service of libraries. 

Mrs. Matmperc. Thank you very much. I know you people are 
friends of libraries. 

The CHarrMan. This hearing is now adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the hearing was recessed, to reconvene at 
10 a.m. Thursday, March 1, 1951.) 
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HOME RULE AND REORGANIZATION FOR THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 


THURSDAY, MARCH 1, 1951 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
CoOMMITTFE ON THE District or CoLuMBIA, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in the District 
of Columbia room, United States Capitol, Senator Matthew M. Neely 
(chairman) presiding. 

Present : Senators Neely (chairman) and Case. 

Also present: Gerhard P. Van Arkel, committee counsel, and Wil- 
liam P. Gulledge, assistant committee counsel. 

The Cuairman, The committee will be in order. Mr. Colladay, will 
you proceed, sir, in your own way. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD F. COLLADAY, GENERAL COUNSEL, 
WASHINGTON BOARD OF TRADE 


Mr. Cotzapay. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Edward F. Colladay. I appear here this morning to represent the 
Washington Board of Trade, of which I have been a member for 40 
years, have three times been elected to its presidency, and for a number 
of years have served as its general counsel. 

We appreciate your courtesy in extending these hearings so that the 
board of trade and other organizations may express their opinions 
concerning 8. 656, which is of vital importance to everyone who re- 
sides or who earns a livelihood in the District of Columbia. It is a 
matter of the utmost urgency that it is explored through every facility 
available and discussed fully. For in the words of Thomas Macauley, 
“Men are never so likely to settle a question rightly as when they 
discuss it freely.” 

The board of trade is now and has consistently through the years 
been in favor of retaining the commission form of government which 
has worked well since the effective date of the present organic act 
in 1878. We will continue to favor it until a form promising to be an 
improvement is proposed. In our opinion this bill does not do so. 
Accordingly, we want to keep the commission form of government, 
which we believe to be the best and the cleanest in the Nation. The 
board of trade, therefore, is opposed to the passage of S. 656. 

The Cuarmman. May I interrupt? 

Mr. Cottapay. Surely. 
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The Cuarrwan. You mean in your opinion the commission form of 
government and the government under it is the best in the Nation ¢ 

Mr. Cotuapay. Yes; best municipal, most effective. ; 

The Cuatrman. I suppose you know that many magazine writers 
and authorities over the Nation say this is the worst governed city 
in the Nation for its size, that crime here is greater than in any other 
comparable city in the Nation, and that there is more murder, more 
racketeering, more lawlessness of every kind ? 

Mr. Cotiapay. There is no bribery; there is no corruption in the 
government ; and ever since I came here in 1897—— 

The Cuamrman. Have you been reading the papers? 

Mr. Cotiapay. I read them every day, not every day, but three of 
them every day. 

The CuHairman. You think there has been no bribery here? 

Mr. Cotziapay. No local bribery; no, sir. 

The Cuatrman. I thought you said in Washington. 

Mr. Cotiapay. My remarks are confined to the municipal govern- 
ment of Washington on this point in this statement. 

Since 1916 the board has exerted itself to obtain for people of 
the District of Columbia the right to vote; not for anything, but the 
right to vote for representation in Congress, which under the Consti- 
tution makes our laws, and the right to vote for the President who 
executes those laws. 

You, Mr. Chairman, have introduced a joint resolution—Senate 
Joint Resolution 4—proposing a constitutional amendment to give us 
that right. We wholeheartedly support it. We would appreciate 
the opportunity of appearing to ask that such an amendment be sub- 
mitted to the Senate and House for adoption and referred to the States 
for ratification. 

The Cuarrman. You had that opportunity during almost the entire 
last session of Congress. I introduced that resolution. It was re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary. So far as I know, no 
agency in the District of Columbia, whether for or against home 
rule, has asked the Judiciary Committee for an opportunity to be heard 
in favor of it. 

Mr. Cotzapay. We have had a number of hearings on similar resolu- 
tions, and as a part of my presentation this morning I have to solicit 
you, Senator, and chairman of this committee, to request the Judiciary 
Committee to set that resolution for hearing, and we will back it a 
thousand percent. 

The Cuarrman. That request will be made before the end of the 
day. 

Mr. Cotiapay. That is fine. That is exactly what we want. 

Press and radio reports give the impression that some witnesses on 
this bill have intimated criticism of the board of trade’s stand respect- 
ing S. 656. We believe the board of trade has a fine record. and take 
ride in its important role in the development of the Nation’s Capital. 

Vhile we do not enjoy derogatory criticism, we are philosophical 
and subscribe to the observation of Jonathan Swift when he said, 
“Censure is the tax a man pays to the public for being eminent.” 
We believe this remark is applicable to an organization, just as to 
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a person. Under the circumstances, I would like to indicate for the 
record something about the board of trade’s true composition and 
activity. 

I believe it is in many ways reminiscent of the parable of the 
talents which appears in the Holy Bible, a volume quoted so fre- 
quently and with such expertise by the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia. Remember, too, the biblical admonition, “Let your 
hight so shine before men that they may see your good works * * *.” 

“The Cuarrman. And “glorify your Father which is in Heaven.” 

Mr. CoLtiapay. Quite right. 

First, 1 wish to submit a supplement from the Washington Board 
of Trade News, our monthly tabloid paper, containing pictures and 
biographies of our officers, directors, and committee chairmen, which 
I have here for the record. 

(The document referred to above is to be found in the files of the 
committee. ) 

Mr. Coxuapay. It will show that some of Washington's best-known 
and most successful citizens are listed, and that these men are widely 
representative of business and professional life in this community. 
They include a number of small-business men, salaried junior execu- 
tives, and an employee of the United States Government. It wn 
be apparent that this group of men collectively are steeped in all 
phases of Washington’s social and economic life and eminently ali- 
fied to provide leadership for our several thousand members. 

Perhaps reviewing qualifications of recent presidents will emphasize 
the kind of leadership which we and this community have come to 
expect in the board of trade. The current president is a third gen- 
eration Washingtonian. All four of his immediate predecessors are 
Washingtonians. 

Our president this year is an expert on real-estate appraisals. He 
is an officer or director of many leading establishments in the home- 
financing field. ‘Two of his four preaecessors are leading bankers: 
another is one of Washington’s prominent architects and one is a 
distinguished member of the bar. 

I’ve mentioned that our current president is a third-generation 
Washingtonian. One of his four immediate predecessors is the son 
of a late captain in the Metropolitan Police Department; another is 
the son of a late Federal Government employee; the third one’s father 
is a small-business man in Washington today, and another is descended 
from a distinguished gentleman who served as a justice of the Dis- 
trict Court and a District of Columbia Commissioner. 

Clearly, such men are eminently qualified to pass judgment upon 
matters affecting the District. They are men who, through experience, 
intellectual achievement, continuity of background, honesty of pur- 
pose, love of community and patrictic devotion to country become 
leaders in all communities. They are the kind of men who become 
mayors and governors; even United States Senators and possibly 
members of this committee. 

Working through the board of trade, these men and their prede- 
cessors have exerted an important and constructive influence on the 
development of the National Capital since 1889. They and other 
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beard of trade members have devoted a great deal of time to the study 
of home rule for the District of Columbia. Since 1916, the board has 
repeatedly sought the enactment of an amendment to the Constitution 
to provide national representation for the citizens of the District. 

We have studied carefully many so-called home-rule proposals. 
We examined in minute detail the Auchincloss bill—predecessor of 
the one under discussion today. We devoted many hours to analyzing 
the Kefauver bill—S. 1527, Eighty-first Congress—which word for 
word is the same as 8S. 656 now being considered, and similar in its 
major aspects to H. R. 4902, the Auchincloss bill, introduced in the 
Eightieth Congress. We are convinced this bill would be harmful 
to thiscommunity. We believe it should not’be passed. 

We are supported in this view by two referenda of our entire mem- 
bership. The first was conducted in 1948 to ascertain sentiment 
respecting the Auchincloss bill and 80 percent of the members reply- 
ing registered opposition to it. 

The Cuarrman. What would that be if reduced to numbers !—500, 
a thousand, 2,000? 

Mr. Cotiapay. More than a thousand. There were more than 2,000 
answers, about 30 percent of the membership of about 8,000 answered, 
and the percentage was out of that. 

The CHarrMan. Wasn't there another referendum conducted in 
that same year by the newspapers in Washington on this very 
question ¢ 

Mr. Cotiapay. I think there was. 

The Cuarrman. Do you remember what the result of that was? 

Mr. Cotiapay. There were two referenda city-wide, District-wide, 
and there was a very heavy vote in favor of national representation, 
and a slightly lower vote, I think, in favor of home rule, but home 
rule—our trouble there is that home rule was simply a phrase at that 
time, and most of the witnesses who have come here appear to me to 
have treated it simply as a phrase and not as this bill. We are dealing 
with this bill. 

The Cuairman. Mr. Colladay, the language would mean the same 
thing to the people of the District of Columbia as it would mean to 
anybody else, would it not? I presume you mean it wasn’t understood. 

Mr. Cotuapay. I don’t mean that. I think the two questions were: 
Are you for national representation, are you for home rule or local 
suffrage? The vote was heavy in favor of both of them. 

The Cuatrman. I want accurate figures supplied. 

Mr. Cotiapay. In 1949 a similar membership referendum was con- 
ducted concerning the Kefauver bill. At that time the amazing total 
of 94 percent of those responding felt the bill did not provide home 
rule. 

The Cuarrman. You say that 94 percent represents as many as a 
thousand ? 

Mr. Cottapay. Much more than that. 

The CHatrman. Two thousand? 

Mr. Cotuapay. I think so. Iam informed it was over 2,000 in both 


polls. In the 1949 poll, which we are speaking of, Mr. Chairman, 
in the 1949 poll of the board of trade, of which we are speaking. 
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7,867 questionnaires were mailed to the members, one to each mem- 
ber; 2,357 answered, and the percentage was as I have indicated, 
94 percent against the pending bill. 

The Cuatrman. Will you read those numbers again, please. 

Mr. Cotzapay. The 1949 poll of the board of trade, 7,867 ques- 
tionnaires were mailed, one to each member of the Board, 2.357 an- 
swered as of the close of business July 13, 1949, a few more than that. 

The Carman. Does that indicate only approximately one-third 
of the membership had enough interest in the matter even to vote on it ? 

Mr. Cotxapay. Yes, but that is a high percentage for such a poll. 
Generally the results do not exceed that 30 percent, and we had the 
94 percent in opposition to the bill, which was identical with the 
one which we have here. 

The Cuairman. Now in that year or the year before or the year 
immediately after there was another poll taken in the District. ~ 

Mr. Cotiapay. The year before, 1948. 

The CrHarrMan. I think it was the year before. I don’t have the 
record before me, and I won’t speak positively unless I know it is 
correct. Iam informed by committee counsel that there were 175,000 
votes cast. 

Mr. Cotiapay. You are speaking of the District-wide referendum ? 

The CuHatrMan. Yes. 

Mr. Cotuapay. Plebiscite? 

The Cuatrman. That is right. There were 175,000 votes cast and 
70 percent favored home rule. 

Mr. Cotiapay. As a phrase. 

The Cuamman. No; I don't think you can read that into it unless 
you also read it into the referendum conducted by the chamber of 
commerce. 

Mr. Cotiapay. No, because our referendum addressed to the mem- 
bers was addressed to the specific bill then pending in Congress. 
That is the distinction. 

The Cuatrman. Wasn’t that the only home rule measure that was 
before the people of the District at that time / 

Mr. Cotiapay. At large; yes. That is true. 

The Cuarrman. All right. 

Mr. Contuapay. So you see that unlike some who have appeared to 
speak on this legislation, we are fully mandated by our member- 
ship to vigorously oppose S. 656. In the words of Sir Joshua Reyn- 
olds, “We may take fancy for a companion but must follow reason as 
our guide—reason which is endorsed by fellow man to the betterment 
of all.” 

It should be clear that I am not here merely at the direction of a 
board of directors, referred to by the senior specialist in Government 
of the Legislative Reference Service as “the benevolent oligarchy 
ruling the District of Columbia.” The senior specialist, apparently 
has not yet concluded his research on this subject. 

On the other hand, the record of these hearings on S. 656 up to now 
will purport to show overwhelming sentiment in favor of the legis- 
lation since most of the approximately 35 witnesses have testified in its 
favor. However, an analysis of the speakers’ affiliations will demon- 
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strate quite clearly that a number of them represented the same in- 
dividuals or groups while supporting the bill. 

A week ago today, the president of the Federation of Citizens Asso- 
ciations claimed to speak for 80,000 members of that truly fine organ- 
ization. In May, 1950, the Washington Star polled the 65 neighbor- 
hood associations which are members of the Federation, concerning 
their stand on S, 1527, the same as the present bill, identical with the 
bill being considered today. Here are the results of that survey, and 
I am advised there has been no significant change: 17 associations 
voted approval of the Kefauver bill; 23 had taken no position up to 
the time of the Star’s poll; and.25 voted to oppose its passage. 

We debated the questions among the citizens’ associations and they 
voted individually. We, the people who are for and the people who 
are against—I mean to say this: That certain representative mem- 
bers of the various organizations which appeared here and testified 
for this bill and certain members of the Washington Board of Trade 
and other organizations who are opposed to it have appeared from time 
to time before meetings of citizens’ associations and debated the merits 
and demerits of this bill. And then the associations have voted, and 
25 of them voted against the bill, more against it than for it. 

By the way, here is the article from the Washington Star giving the 
results of that poll, showing 25 citizens’ associations against. 

It has been intimated or stated flatly by some proponents that the 
Board of Trade is either the only or leading opposition to the Ke- 
fauver type home rule. At the same time, they have characterized 
us as “the vested interests.” An even cursory check of previous hear- 
ings will show that the following “vested interests” are among those 
who have recorded opposition to passage of this legislation : 

The District of Columbia Department, American Legion; 

The District of Columbia Department. Veterans of Foreign 
Wars of the United States: 

The Junior Chamber of Commerce 

The Federation of Business Men’s Associations; 

The Washingtonians; 

ewer ‘ommittee of One Hundred on the Federal City ; and those 

‘itizens’ associations previously referred to. 

c reiterate that Iam here at the command of our general member- 
ship, as evidenced by polls taken in 1948 and 1949. 

Following the first poll then Board of Trade President John A. 
Re illy ap peared before the Joint Subcommittee on Home Rule and 
Reorganization of the Senate and House Committees on the District 
of Co lumbia on February 6, 1948. and stated the board’s position In 
opposition to the Auchincloss bill, H. R. 4902, Eightieth Congress. 
I quote from his statement: 

Since 1916 the position of the board has been to support the principle that 
residents of the District of Columbia should be represented in Congress and in 
the electoral college. In the lack of such representation it doubts any satisfac- 
tory solution of questions arising through operation of nonrepresentative gov- 
ernment in Washington. 

Broadly speaking, this position has rested upon a conception of Washington 
as the seat of National Government under exclusive contro] of Congress. Any 


form of local autonomy inevitably raises one of two possibilities, expressed as 
follows 
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(A) A delegation of authority by Congress to a local government which, by 
diluting the authority of Congress, would tend to lessen the responsibility of the 
Nation to its seat of government which accompanies exclusive control. 

(B) A delegation of authority by Congress to a local government which, while 
retaining undiminished the authority of Congress, would fail to satisfy the 
legitimate aspirations of the residents of the community for any really effective 
participation in their government and at the same time transfer to them a heavy 
responsibility without the means of meeting it. 

The Washington Board of Trade’s directors met Monday of this 
week, February 26, and adhered to these same principles by unani- 
mous vote to authorize our appearance today. 

While the Kefauver bill, S. 1527, was pending in the Eighty-first 
Congress on the House side I made a caretul study of that legislation 
as general counsel for the Board of Trade, and found many objection- 
able features. The conclusions of my study were adopted by the 
board and ete to the House Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia July 14, 1949, in a complete oral statement which was also 
filed in mimeographed form. It was inserted, after some nent nsa- 
tion, in the Congressional Record for July 22, 1949. 1 repeat, S. 1527 
was word for word identical with the legislation we are seeds ring 
today. 

In summary, the board of trade’s position then was stated as fol- 
lows, as it had been stated on February 17, 1949, to the Senate Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

I may say I made this statement in this room 2 years ago: 

We have concluded, after study over a period of many years, that local suf- 
frage in the District cannot be effective unless the people of the District also 
have full representation in the Congress of the United States. 

No bill to grant local suffrage for the District of Columbia will be complete 
unless it is accompanied by provision to amend the Constitution of the United 
States in such a manner as to permit local residents to send representatives to the 
Congress and to vote for President and Vice President of the United States. 

That is the position of the Washington Board of Trade today. Ref- 
erence has been made in these hearings to planks in the 1948 national 
platforms of the two great political parties. 

The present majority party: 

We favor the extension of the right of suffrage to the people of the District 
of Columbia. 

The present minority party: 

We favor self-government for the residents of the Nation’s Capital. 

For many years, such expressions by the two great parties have been 
solicited by our citizens. The adoption of those planks in 1948 was a 
source of great satisfaction. It may interest you to know that as a 
deelgate to the Republican National Convention in 1948 I was one 
of two to appear before the committee on platform to seek inclusion 
of a plank favoring representation in Congress and a vote in the 
electoral college. In view of this, the naan plank is properly con- 
strued as a declaration that the citizens of this Federal District should 
have representation in the Senate and House of Representatives and 
Presidential electors in the electoral college. 

The Cuairman. Did you help to write in the 1948 Republican plat- 


form the plank in favor of home rule for the District 
81450—51——12 
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Mr. Cotnapay. The plank which is in the 1948 platform came as a 
result of hearings before a subcommittee of the resolutions committee 
of the national convention. 

Mrs. William S. Culbertson of this city and I, both delegates to 
the national convention, appeared before that subcommittee and re- 
quested a plank which would state in simple words, “We favor repre- 
sentation in Congress and the electoral college for the citizens of the 
District of Columbia.” 

The CuatrmMan. That isn’t what your platform contained. 

Mr. Cottapay. We were not permitted to write the plank. When 
the plank came out, it was in the form I just recited: 

We favor self-government for the residents of the Nation’s Capital. 

I issued an interview construing that as meaning “self-government,” 
meaning national representation in the Congress and in the electoral 
college, because that is what we asked. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Colladay, as an able lawyer—and it is no idle 
gesture to say that, because you are—— 

Mr. Cotiapay. Thank you. 

The Cuatrman. Do you think it is a fair interpretation of “self- 
government for the District” that the Republican convention meant 
simply you should have representation in the Congress ? 

Mr. Cottapay. They broadened the phrase to self-government. 

The CHarrman. That is just it. Do you think the measure that is 
pending here now in favor of home rule, if passed by both Houses of 
Congress and signed by the President, would be a redemption of the 
promise contained in your party’s last declaration of principle on 
the subject / 

Mr. Cotnapay. No, sir, it would not, and as I go forward with my 
arguments, you will see my reasons in detail. 

The Cuarrman. And you think, I presume, that if we were to pass 
the resolution submitting a constitutional amendment in favor of 
national representation in the House and Senate, that that would be a 
redemption of the Republican platform promise? 

Mr. Cotnapay. Yes, but at the end of this statement, of which I am 
about one-third through, I combine the two; so I will ask you to be 
patient until I get my whole list of facts and arguments and conclu- 
sions before you. 

The Cuarrman. It doesn’t require the exercise of much patience to 
be interested in anything you have to say. 

Mr. Cotiapay. Thank you very much. 

The CuHatrman. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Cotiapay. In our judgment, the Kefauver bill, S. 656, does not 
meet the recommendation of the Republican Party platform. There 
can be no real self-government in the ‘District of Columbia without 
its citizens having participation in the body which makes its laws and 
in the election process by which its President is chosen. 

You will note that doesn’t say anything else ean come into it. 

There are certain features of this proposed legislation to which the 
board of trade offers unalterable objections. I understand that during 
hearings held last week, the suggestion was made that specific provi- 
sions should not be attacked in view of the over-all objective of S. 656. 
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I believe these hearings are being held to consider this legislation in 
its entirety: Legislation which may become the law of the land. In 
the words of Sir r John Powell: 


Let us consider the reason of the case. For nothing is law that is not reasun. 


We believe the method which this bill provides for enacting a gen- 
eral law is unconstitutional—the legislative process in this bill we 
believe to be unconstitutional—that the provision for borrowing money 
by bond issues is a threat of excessive taxation on private property in 
the District; that the zoning provisions are detrimental to the prop- 
erty owner’s best interests ; that the dual voting provisions which per- 
mit voters of the 48 States residing here to participate in local elections 
is unsound; that it would almost certainly result in progressive reduc- 
tion of the Federal payment and that ultimately it might vanish 
entirely. 

Besides this, S. 656 does not require Congress to take aflirmative 
action on das laws. It would permit Congress to take no action 
for 45 days, and then permit the President of the United States to do 
nothing about it for 10 days, to make a law effective. 

Some claim that Congress can delegate to a District Council its 
powers to legislate over the District of Columbia in article 1, section 8, 
clause 17 of the Constitution, which reads as follows: 

To exercise exclusive legislation in all cases whatsoever over such district 
(not exceeding 10 miles square) as may, by cession of particular States and the 
acceptance of Congress, become the seat of the Government of the United 
Geen Se, 

However, the authors of this pending legislation plainly were con- 
cerned as to the validity of such a situation. This is emphasized by 
the fact they included in it the provision for submitting proposed 
laws to the Congress and the President. Some very able lawyers, 
including the Honorable William D. Mitchell, former Attorney Gen- 
eral of the United States, have questioned the constitutionality of this 
provision because the Constitution vests in the Congress itself the sole 
power to legislate for the District of Columbia. 

If it were constitutional to make an outright delegation of the power 
to legislate, Congress might delegate its powers on various subjects to 

various agencies and adjourn and go home. There would be no need 
for this hearing today. 

But no lawyer will contend this could be done. 

The board of trade believes every property owner in the District 
of Columbia should oppose passage of this bill. We believe a careful 
examination on their part of the provision which would permit the 
District to borrow up to 5 percent of the value of taxable real property 
will convince them of this. 

Consider the method proposed. First, the Council—nine elected 
and two appointed to look after the Federal Government interests— 
would approve the borrowing. Second, Congress would approve it— 
through inaction. Third, it would be submitted to the voters in a 
referendum and these voters would include all those domiciled in the 
other States who have lived here 1 year. Testimony submitted previ- 
ously in these hearings estimates their number at approximately 
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$200,000. In other words, 200,000 people still domiciled and voting 
in the States would be a tremendous—and probably deciding—influ- 
ence in such a referendum. 

Say, for example, the voters have agreed to go in debt to the extent 
of $83,000,000. 

But, such borrowing must be repaid. Section 731 of the Kefauver 
bill provides that to repay such indebtedness and the interest charged 
against it there may be levied without limitation ad valorem taxes 
on all taxable property in the District. Clearly, the burden of repay- 
ment of such indebtedness would be borne in large measure by the 
75,000 home owners and approximately 25,000 owners of other types 
of real property in the District of C olumbia. 

The Holy Bible states that *The meek shall inherit the earth.” For 
this purpose, we interpret the meek to be the permanent residents who 
are going to inherit the city and pay off the debt left them. 

In addition to this threat to property owners, there is still another 
provision in 8. 656 which, if enacted, would undoubtedly be harmful 
to property owners. This concerns zoning provisions. 

The bill provides that zoning ordinances shall be passed by the Dis- 
trict Council, then referred to the National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission. If disapproved by that body, they must be passed again 
by a two-thirds vote of the Council to become eilfective. 

Here is a situation where the Council of 9 members—all of whom 
presumably will have been voted on by the 200,000 people resident 
but not domiciled here—plus 2 members appointed by the President— 
to look after the Federal interest—adopt zoning regulations which 
may have serious effect on the value and use of real property. 

Then, the NCPPC, a Federal agency, may veto the acts of the 
Council, after which the ordinance would be dead unless approved by 
two-thirds of the Council—8 of the 11 members. Two are Federal 
appointees, so it is apparent that, as a practical matter, control of 
zoning would rest in the Federal Government, by virtue of those 2 
members and 200,000 Federal ps whe voting. 

If certain proposed changes of the National Capital Park and Plan- 
ning Commission membership composition are approved to include 
representatives from the neighboring States of Mar viand and Vir- 
ginia, the situation would be still more untenable. 

Thus far, our comments have been general. We will now discuss 
other objectionable features of the bill with numerical reference to 
their respective sections. We have already stated that we wish to 
retain the commission form of government. Therefore, we oppose 
the provisions of 8. 656 creating the District Council to replace the 
three Commissioners. 


THE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
The provision creating the District Council reads: 
Sec. 301. (a) There is hereby created a Council of the District of Columbia 
consisting of eleven members, nine of whom shall be elected as provided in title 


XII, and two of whom shall be appointed, without regard to political affiliation, 
by the President by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. 
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The functions of the Council are stated as follows: 


Sec. 321. (a) Except as otherwise provided in this Act, all functions granted 
to or imposed upon the Board of Commissioners of the District are hereby 
transferred to the District Council. 

By subsequent provisions, the District Council is empowered to pass 
ordinances and make legislative proposals to Congress. A legislative 
proposal passed by the ‘Council shall take effect as law only if, after 
it is reported to Congress, as provided in title IV of the bill, it is not 
rejected by concurrent resolution of the two Houses of Congress with- 
in 45 days, and it is not disapproved by the President w ithin 10 d: ays 
thereafter. 

These provisions will not grant—and I quote from the platforms 
= the parties—“self-government for the residents of the Nation’s 

Capital,” nor the “right of suffrage” in any real sense. 

Here we have a city council made up of a majority of members 
elected by the voting residents of the District of Columbia, but with 
two appointees of the President, confirmed by the Senate, in their 
midst, who are not beholden in any manner to those voting residents. 

It would be a strange thing, indeed, if, in an act of a State legisla- 
ture granting a charter to a city in which would be included the setting 
up of a city council, there should be retained the power in the governor 
to appoint approximately one-fifth of the members of the city council 
by and with the advice and consent of the State senate. Any attempt 
to do this would be rejected by the voting citizens of the area to be 
chartered a city as being an absurdity and an attempt to deprive them 
of their right to autonomy. The present provision for the appoint- 
ment by the President of 2 out of 11 members of the District Council, 
by and with the advice and consent of the United States Senate, stands 
on a par with such an action in a State. If this provision should be 
enacted into law, the President and the Senate would retain a string 
to be pulled at any time which might affect every action of the Dis- 
trict Council. It would tend to deprive Council members of their 
freedom of thought and action. 

The qualifications for membership on the District Council are stated 
in the bill as follows: 

Sec. 302. No person shall hold the office of member of the District Council unless 
he— 

(1) is a qualified elector, 

(2) resides and is domiciled in the District, 

(3) holds no other elective public office, and 

(4) holds no appointive office for which compensation is provided out of 
District funds. 

These qualifications are objectionable on at least two grounds: 

1. There is no — ment of domicile in the District for more than 
the 1 year required of a qualified voter. This should be extended to at 
les ast 3 3 years. 

The language as to holding other office is such as to permit a 
Fede: val employee holding a high position, whose office is not elective 
and whose compensation i€ not provided out of District funds, to be 
a member of the District Council. He may even be an officer or 
employee of a governmental agency having business dealings with the 
District government. This should not be permitted. 
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LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS 

Section 325 is as follows: 

Sec. 325. (a) Except as provided in section 326 (a), the District Council 
may pass legislative proposals on any subject coming within the scope of the 
power of Congress in its capacity as legislature for the District of Columbia, 
as distinguished from its capacity as the National Legislature. 

(b) A legislative proposal passed by the District Council shall take effect 
as law only as provided in title IV. 

Title IV provides that such a legislative proposal shall become law 
only if it is not vetoed by concurrent resolution of the two Houses of 
Congress within 45 days after it is presented to them, and if not 
disapproved by the President within 10 days after it is presented to 
him. By this provision, every proposal by the District Council is 
left subject to attack in the Congress by any Member of the House or 
Senate and the complete power over its becoming effective as a law, 
or failing to become effective, is retained in the hands of the Congress 
and the President. On this subject of enactment of general laws, 
the present bill wholly fails to grant the effective—I quote again from 
the platfor ms—“right of suffrage to the people of the District of 
Columbia,” as pr omised by the majority party, or real “self-govern- 
ment for the residents of the Nation’s Capital,” as promised by the 
minority party. 

FUNCTIONS RELATING TO ZONING 


Section 322 abolishes the Zoning Commission and transfers its 
functions to the District Council. Section 324 provides that a zoning 
ordinance shall take effect as law only as provided in section 336. 
Section 336 gives the National C apital Park and Planning Commis- 
sion powers with respect to zoning ordinances which may be very 
damaging to the rights of property owners, inasmuch as it prov ides 
that if the National ( ‘apital Park and Planning Commission disap- 
proves such an ordinance the zoning ordinance shall take effect 
law only if the District Council passes, by the affirmative vote of : 
least two-thirds of the members then holding office, a resolution s 
providing. As the District Commissioners have already pointed out 
in their report on this bill, this procedure may make it extremely diffi- 
cult for the Council to pass the proposed zoning ordinances, and yet 
the property owners affected are given no right of hearing before 
the National Capital Park and Planning Commission. We endorse 
the criticisms made by the Commissioners of the several sections of 
the bill on this subject. 


THE DISTRICT MANAGER 


The provision for the District Manager is as follows: 


Sec. 501. The District Council shall appoint a District Manager who shall 
serve at the pleasure of the Council and who shall be chosen solely on the basis 
of his executive and administrative qualifications, with special reference to his 
experience in, or his knowledge of, the administration of the affairs of local 
government. * * #* 


There is no requirement that the District Manager shall ever have 
lived in the District of Columbia, nor that he shall have had ex- 
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perience in the executive affairs of any city the size of the District of 
Columbia. Obviously, it is intended that he shall be chosen from out- 
side the District of Columbia; therefore, he would not be : acquainted 
with the administration of local government as extensive and complex 
as ours. 

According to the Municipal Year Book of 1950, all cities in the 
United States having a population of 500,000 or over were governed 
by a mayor and council. 

The CuarrmMan. Doesn’t it occur to you that it would be absolutely 
necessary to go beyond the limits of the District of Columbia? You 
have had no experience in democratic government because you have 
been political eunuchs here for the last 70 years. You don’t know 
anything about self-government. 

Mr. Cottapay. Take myself. I am not a candidate for the job, but 
1 will use myself as an example. IL lived in a municipality in the 
middle of the State of Kansas throughout my young manhood, studied 
law, became a member of the bar, was connected with various organi- 
zations there, and came here and have stayed here. 

Now if I take the trouble to—I haven’t—I venture to say I can go 
out and find a thousand men who have done the same thing and do 
know something about municipal government, who are here now and 
intend to stay here. 

The Cuairman. You have been resident here for more than 20 
years. 

Mr. Cotuapay. Fifty-three. 

The CHarrman. Don’t you think that residence in this voteless, 
voiceless District for 30, or 40, or 50 years would result in insuflicient 
knowledge of modern democratic governmental affairs‘ Don’t you 
think it would be a disqualifying factor for one to have been subject 
to a prohibition against participating in democratic government for 
hO years ¢ 

Mr. Cotuapay. If the man broke off all his connections with the 
outside world, yes, but we don’t do that. We have former Members 

of Congress and former Senators who adopt the District of Columbia 
as their permanent home, and all they have to do to qualify them- 
selves for District Manager and to qualify under this bill is to break 
off that vote at home. 

They are available. 

We had a distinguished Commissioner of the District of Columbia, 
Louis Brownlow, who is an expert on municipal government. He 
came here and made this his home. He became District Commissioner. 

After that he was, I believe, city manager of Memphis and various 
other small cities, and now he represents, I believe, some statistical or 
advisory organization. 

We have people here who are fully qualified to be District Manager. 
They might not have the necessary influence of Senators and Con- 
gressmen or might not be well enough acquainted with the President 
to get this appointment, but the ordinary process of getting appoint- 
ments in the District of Columbia, as you know, Senator, is upon the 
recommendation of the chairman of the Senate committee or chair- 
man of the House committee or other important Senators and Repre- 
sentatives, and the people who are genuine residents of the District- 
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The Cuatmman. I have never had enough influence to help select 
any Commissioner for the District of Columbia. If I had had, we 
wouldn't have the Commission we have at the present time. 

Mr. Cottapay. I am speaking historically, and 1 think if you should 
try, you would find your experience was consistent with past history. 

According to the Municipal Year Book of 1950, all cities in the 
United States having a population of 500,000 or over were governed 
by a mayor and council. Only a handful of cities having a popula- 
tion ranging from 250,000 up to 500,000 had the city manager and 
council form of government. With one exception, no city as large 
as Washington has had the city manager form of government except 
Cleveland, where it was discarded as unsatisfactory after a short 
trial. 

In section 502, the District Manager is made the chief executive of- 
ficer of the District government, responsible to the District Council; 
and by section 504, the functions of the various principal divisions of 
the District government are transferred to him with the power to 
reorganize or abolish any agency and to create new agencies, and 
to abolish the position or office of any officer or employee—other than 
a member of a board—transferred to his office, and to create new 
offices and positions. 

In title LX, section 901, 12 executive departments are created, each 
to be headed by a director who shall be appointed by, and serve at 
the pleasure of, the District Manager. 

By succeeding sections of title LX, the various present departments 
of the District government are abolished and new departments created, 
each under a director to be appointed by the District Manager. It is 
not even required that the heads of these departments appointed by 
the District Manager shall be subject to confirmation by the District 
Council, which fixes the amount of their salaries. 

Under these provisions, it is entirely possible for some person who 
may have been the city manager of a small city in some remote part 
of the country, without experience in handling the affairs of a great 
city, to be appointed city manager and he, in turn, to select and ap- 
point 12 directors of executive departments of the city’s government 
who may come from 12 different parts of the United States to direct 
the affairs of the Nation’s Capital. This would not be home rule, and 
it certainly would not be within the language heretofore quoted from 
the 1948 platforms of the two great political parties. This certainly 
would not be self-government for the residents of the Nation’s Capital. 


BORROWING FOR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 


Under title VII, the District is authorized to incur indebtedness by 
issuing its negotiable bonds to finance any capital project which it 
may lawfully construct or acquire, to a maximum amount not exceed- 
ing 5 percent of the taxable real property in the District. 

Such a bond issue must be approved in a referendum to be con- 
ducted by the Board of Elections, but all “qualified electors” may vote 
in such referendum, and thus a bond issue indebtedness may be laid 
upon the District of Columbia by the votes of the people who are here 
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only for a period of years, perhaps much less than the 30 years maxi- 
mum maturity of the bond i issue, and who intend to return to their 
home States, Territories, or islands, and doubtless will do so, leaving 
the actual residents of the District of Columbia to pay the bond issue 
debt. 

FEES AND FINES 


Under the provisions of section 831 the District is required to pay 
60 percent of the estimated expenditures of the District Court of the 
United States for the District of Columbia—now named the United 
States District Court for the District of Columbia—30 percent of 
the estimated expenditures of the United States Court of Appeals 
for the District of Columbia—name has been changed by adding the 
word “Circuit”—and 60 percent of the estimated expenditures of the 
offices of the United States district attorney and the United States 
marshal for this District. At present the District receives the same 
percentage of the fees and fines collected by these courts and officers, 
but section 832 provides that after June 30, 1953, no portion of these 
fines and fees shall be credited to the District. As the above percent- 
ages are intended to conform to the proportion of District of Columbia 
business transacted by said courts and officers, we submit that the 
District should continue to receive credit as heretofore. 


DEPARTMENT OF LAW 


Section 907 of the bill places the office of the Recorder of Deeds in 
the Department of Law, under the director of that department, who 


would be the successor to the present Corporation Counsel. This 
would be an example of undesirable mingling of inconsistent func- 
tions. 

This may be understood by suggesting that the sponsors of this bill 
visualize a county Recorder of Deeds oflice placed under the executive 
supervision of a county attorney. This would be quite absurd. In- 
quiry has been made and no instance found throughout the United 
States of such a placing of a Recorder of Deeds office under the direc- 
tion of the official prosecutor, or legal adviser of a municipality or 
county. Whatever legislation may be passed should leave this office 
independent as it is throughout the United States. To burden the 
head of the Law Department of the Nation’s capital with the multi- 
tude of detail duties involved in the operation of the office of Recorder 
of Deeds would greatly impair his efficiency in carrying out the duties 
of his own office. 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 


Section 908 of the bill is as follows: 


Sec. 908. (a) The functions of— 

(1) the Department of Construction, the Department of Sanitary En- 
gineering, the Department of Inspection (except the function of the Motion 
Picture Operators Examining Board, the Electrical Examining Board, the 
Board of Examiners of Steam and Other Operating Engineers, and the 
Plumbing Board), the Department of Highways (except the functions of 
the, Automobile Board), the Office of the Surveyor, and the Office of the 
Chief Clerk, Public Works; and 
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(2) the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Engineers of the Regular 
Army of the United States with respect to the reclamation and development 
of Anacostia Park; are hereby transferred to the Director of the Depart- 
ment of Public Works. 
(b) The Department of Construction, Sanitary Engineering, Inspection, and 
Highways, are hereby abolished. 
* a » * * . . 
Under these provisions, all functions now exercised by Army en- 
gineers, as Engineer Commissioner and Assistant Engineer Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia, would be transferred to a Director 
of the Department of Public Works who might be a civil engineer, of 
more or less experience and capacity, but who almost certainly would 
not have the experience and ability which has been devoted to the 
engineering affairs of the District of Columbia by the various men 
who have held the office of Engineer Commissioner and Assistant En- 
gineer Commissioners from 1878 to the present day. These men have 
functioned to the greatest possible benefit of the District. ; 
In its engineering affairs, that is, and with no public or official 
criticism, so far as the Board of Trade is aware, in that regard. We 
respectfully urge this provision of the bill be changed so as to require 
{hat the Director of Public Works shall be an officer of the.Corps of 
Engineers of the United States Army, and that his assistants shall 
also come from that corps. 


DEPARTMENT OF LIBRARIES 


In title IX of the bill, S. 656, one of the 12 executive departments 
created is the Department of Libraries. In section 909 of title [IX 
the functions of the Board of Library Trustees and of the Librarian 
are transferred to the Director of the Department of Libraries, and 
the office of Librarian is abolished. 

This is contrary to the best recognized library experience and prac- 
tice. Ifthe bill should be enacted, its provisions regarding the public 
library should be such as would continue the Board of Library Trus- 
tees and the office of Librarian, “together with all powers mal duties 
as provided under existing law.” 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


Section 910 (a) (1) provides that the functions of the District 
Unemployment Compensation Board be transferred to the Director 
of the Department of Labor. 

We believe that the functions of the District Unemployment Com- 
pensation Board should not be made a part of the Department of 
Labor, nor that the Director of the Department of Labor should have 
the authority to appoint the public representative of such Board. 

The District Unemployment Compensation Act is of great impor- 
tance alike to employers and employees. Employers foot the entire 
bill so that employees may receive the benefits when unemployed 
through no fault of their own and thereby afford them temporary 
security between the time one job runs out and they secure another 
position. One of the stated purposes of the Federal unemployment 
compensation law is to provide incentives toward employment stabi- 
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lization. In addition to the interests of employers and the employees 
in the administration of this law, it is a matter of broad public in- 
terest, and its administration should be in the hands of a disinterested 
board rather than the Director of a Department of Labor. 


PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 


By the provisions of section 1002 (a), the present Public Utilities 
Commission is abolished and its functions are transferred to the new 
Public Utilities Commission created by subsection (c). 

Subsection (c) creates the new Public Utilities Commission of three 
members, all to be appointed by the Chairman of the District Council, 
with the approval of the Council. This method of appointment is a 
startling departure from the manner of appointing such commissions 
in the States, where they are appointed by the Governor and confirmed 
by the State senate. That procedure is long established and now 
generally accepted as a salutary method of establishing a commis- 
sion to regulate public utilities which will impartially represent the 
interests of the citizens of the State and needs of the utility com- 
panies. As such a commission is a quasi-judicial body, the only 
proper authorities in the Federal District to appoint and confirm its 
members are the President of the United States and the Senate. If 
the bill is to pass, it would provide that one member of the Commis- 
sion be an officer of the Corps of Engineers of the Army. 


BOARD OF EDUCATION 


In title XI, sections 1101 and 1102 (a), a new Board of Education 
is created, consisting of seven members elected as provided in title 
XII, and the present Board of Education is abolished and its funce- 
tions transferred to the new Board. 

These sections do not define the qualifications for membership on 
the new Board of Education, which we suggest should not be less 
than 5 years domicile in the District preceding their election. Under 
the present law, members of the Board are required to have been 
residents in the District of Columbia for 5 years immediately pre- 
ceding their nomination for office. 


BOARD OF ELECTIONS 


In title XII, section 1201 (a) (1), there is created by the bill, S. 656, 
as an agency of the District government, a Board of Elections, con- 
sisting of five members who shall be appointed by the President by 
and with the advice and consent of the Senate. The further provi- 
sions of said section contemplate the appointment of the successors 
of the first Board of Elections in the same manner. This Board of 
Elections is given complete power over elections to the District Coun- 
cil and to the Board of Education, and thus a very powerful string, 
it might almost be called a rope, is tied to the so-called home rule 
tendered by Congress to the citizens of the District of Columbia in 
the bill, S. 656. 
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Title XII, section 1201 (a) (2), provides that the members of the 
Board of Elections shall be appointed from among the qualified 
electors who reside and are domiciled in the District. 

In contrast to this requirement, section 1206 provides that a quali- 
fied elector of the District shall be any person who has maintained 
a domicile, or a place of abode, in the District continuously since 
the beginning of the 1-year period ending on the day of the next 
election or, if such period has not begun, maintains a domicile or 
place of abode in the District, with other requirements specified as 
to citizenship, age, and so forth. It further contains the following: 

Sec. 1206. (a) To be qualified to vote in the District, it is not intended that 
a person be required to relinquish his rights in another jurisdiction. 

The effect of the above last-quoted provision of section 1206 will 
be to permit the civil-service employees of the United States Gov- 
ernment, who have “a place of abode” in the District but consider 
themselves as only bisaaatliey residents thereof, not “domiciled” 
therein, to be at least the balance of power in the local elections of the 
District Council and the Board of Education. Such persons, under 
the provisions of the bill, would have the right to vote at such elec- 
tions even though they come from American Samoa, Guam, Virgin 
Islands, Panama Canal Zone, Puerto Rico, Hawaii, or Alaska, all 
of which are included in the provisions of the Civil Service Appor- 
tionment Act. This provision is an attempt to legalize dual voting, 
with one vote in the District of Columbia and the other in the voter's 
home State. Nothing could be more objectionable. 

The Bureau of the Census report of the population for the metro- 
politan area of Washington shows a total population in 1950 of 1,472,- 
109. It is estimated that 74 percent of that number are adults. The 
average number of Federal employees in the metropolitan area in 
1950 was 223,749. We may safely assume that these employees are 
adults, although there may be some slight variation therefrom in fact. 

The Bureau of the Census report for the year 1950 shows the pop- 
ulation of the District of Columbia to be 802,178. Assuming the same 
percentage to be applicable to the District’s population, there would 
be 593,602 adults in that population, of whom 148.697 would be Gov- 
ernment employees and entitled to vote if this bill were enacted— 
a large number of whom are voters in the States. There might be a 
few Government employees who recently came into the District and, 
therefore, could not vote. 

This is a far cry from “self-government for the residents of the 
Nation’s Capital,” and from “the extension of the right of suffrage 
to the people of the District of Columbia”—I quote from the two 
platforms. 


REGISTER OF WILLS AND CLERK OF PROBATE COURT 


Section 1404, subparagraph (b), provides that the fees and emolu- 
ments from this office shall be deposited in the general fund of the 
District, which we think is as it should be. However, in the report 
of the Commissioners of the District of Columbia on the bill, atten- 
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tion was called to an act passed in the last session of Congress trans- 
ferring the Office of Register of Wills from the government of the 
District of Columbia to the Administrative Office of the United 
States Courts for budgetary and administrative purposes. We think 
that appropriate legislative action should be taken to make certain 
that the fees and emoluments of the Office continue to be placed to 
the credit of the District of Columbia, as the work of the Office is 
almost 100 percent local. 


USE OF SURPLUS REVENUES 


Section 2001(¢c) (3) provides that in any fiscal year in which the 
expenses of the District government are less than the amount of 
revenue received by the District—from all sources, including the 
United States—any amount appropriated shall, to the extent of any 
such surplus, be set aside by the Director of the Department of 
Finance, and shall be used exclusively for the construction, recon- 
struction, repair, and improvement of public schools in the District 
of Columbia. We think any such surplus should not be limited in 
its use to the public schools but should be available for any needed 
public works or other necessary municipal purpose. 


FEDERAL PAYMENT 


Now in addition to these proposals which should worry property 
owners, there is still another excellent possibility. If we understand 
the Congress of the United States even reasonably well, we can be 
sure that the Federal payment of the District of Columbia will be- 
come an even more insignificant portion of expenses than it is today. 
Should Congress pass the Kefauver bill, the provision for the Fed- 
eral payment contained therein would not be binding on future Con- 
gresses any more than were the 50-50 or 60-40 laws of a few years 
ago. It could be expected that the Congress, which appeared to 
divest itself of responsibility for the operation of the District, would 
similarly attempt to divest itself of responsibility for paying any 
yortion of the District’s expenses. We have been advised that certain 
_nshametiortirs te in the House have drawn amendments eliminating 
any Federal payment to the District which will be offered when and 
if this bill is brought to the House floor. 

I may say in Congress there have been terriffic fights to cut down 
the amount paid by the Federal Government to the government of 
the District. They cut it from 50-50 to 60-40, and then to a lump 
sum, and one time it went as low as $5 million, and we don’t know 
where it would be if this present legislation should pass. 

Senator Case. At our last hearing there was one of the witnesses 
who testified that he thought that the people in the District would be 
persuaded that the passage of this bill would bind the Congress to a 
larger payment than is now being made. In fact, I think he used 
the phrase that it is being sold on that basis to certain people. Have 
you seen any evidence of that / 
~ Mr. Cottapay. Yes, I have. There has been a feeling created 
throughout the District in some channels at least that if we took 
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this bill, we would be sure of a large Federal payment on a fixed basis, 
but that would not be so because, as I have pointed out in the section 
of my statement that I have just read, the action of the present Con- 
gress on that subject would not be binding on the next Congress or any 
subsequent Congress, and they could change it as they might please. 

Senator Case. I pointed that out, that one Congress could not 
bind another, or you could never repeal an act. If there is any feeling 
in the District that any action by any Congress can of itself fix a 
payment for all time to come, that should be cleared up. The only 
way in which the Government, as I understand it, could be bound 
would be by a constitutional amendment. 

Mr. Cotiapay. If there should be added to that portion of the 
present Constitution which vests exclusive legislative power in the 
Congress over the District of Columbia words to this effect, “of the 
expenses of which District the Federal Government shall pay from 
year to year a certain percent,” then that would be binding; but any- 
thing short of that would not be. 

Senator Case. From what you know of the States of the Union, do 
you think it would be possible to secure ratification of the requisite 
number of States to such an amendment ? 

Mr. Cottapay. I do not. I wouldn't have any hope of having it 
ratified. Shall I proceed? 

Senator Case. That is all I have. 

The Cuarrman. Proceed. 

Mr. Cotiapay. Commission form of government satisfactory: The 
board of trade records itself as well satisfied with the high type of 
municipal government which has prevailed from 1878 to the present 
time in the commission form of government, the two civilian Com- 
missioners and one engineer officer of the Army constituting the same. 
From our study of the several proposed so-called home-rule bills, we 
are convinced that none of them offers a better form of government 
for the District of Columbia than it now has. Therefore, until some 
better proposal is brought forward, the board of trade will be op- 
posed: and any such better proposal, in order to obtain the support 
of the board of trade, must have as one of its essential features 
voting representation in Congress and the right to vote for President 
and Vice President. 

Congress necessarily is, and we believe always will be, the legisla- 
tive body which, alone, can make final enactments of law for the 
District of Columbia, and no subordinate form of government will 
constitute “home rule,” “the right of suffrage.” or “self-government” 
for the citizens of the District of Columbia that does not afford such 
representation. 

Senator Case. I would like to question you at that point. 

Mr. Cotnapay. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Have you given any study to the comparative treat- 
ment which the District of Columbia receives at the hands of Congress 
and that which is received by the Territories such as Hawaii and 
Alaska ¢ 

Mr. CottaDay. Yes, sir; I have. 

Senator Case. And what conclusions have you formed therefrom ? 
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Mr. Cotapay. Well, I find that in every instance of the setting up 
of the Territory with the territorial form of government, the terri- 
torial legislature was given power generally to enact laws, and those 
laws have been required to be reported to the Congress, placed on the 
books here, and after the expiration of the then Congress, if Congress 
did nothing to change those laws, they were effective as the laws of the 
Territory. We have nothing of that kind, and it is not proposed here 
in this bill. 

Senator Case. Do you feel that the position of the District in its 
negotiations with the Federal Government with respect to contribu- 
tions to the revenues and in other matters would be improved if the 
District of Columbia had a Delegate in the House of Representatives, 
the same as Hawaii and Alaska do? 

Mr. Cottapay. That is a matter calling for very serious study. It 
would involve conflict between the functions of the Delegate and the 
functions of the District Commissioners in the relations between the 
District government and the Congress. 

The District Commissioners might wish to maintain the contact 
which they now have to represent ‘the people of the District in rela 
tions with Congress. The Delegate would certainly feel he was the 
official whose office was created for that identical purpose. If he 
absorbed all those functions, the District Commissioners would occupy 
a remote position, and in effect only deal with Congress by corre- 
spondence, you might say. 

It isa matter for study. If it should be pressed, the board of trade 
is prepared to study it. They have studied it in the past, and rejected 
it, a number of years ago, as undesirable. They have thought, and 
many people in the District have thought, that if Congress should 
authorize a Delegate in Congress from the District of Columbia, Con- 
gress and especially succeeding Congresses would feel that, “Well, 
we have paid off the District of Columbia, we have solved their prob- 
lem, and we have given them a Delegate; now we don’t want to hear 
anything more : about this national represent: ee. idea.” 

We have felt—and we may be wrong—as I say, that is for further 
study, and we are perfectly willing to study it, oltre it, and discuss 
it—but there is a feeling that if we should go for a District Delegate 
at this time, we would lose all the advantage of the tremendous in- 
terest which has been stirred up throughout the Nation—and there is a 
tremendous interest thaet never existed before—in favor of solving 
the problem of the citizenship of the people of the District of ( ‘olum- 
bia. It is in every State and every corner of this Union. 

The chairman of this committee and I have talked about, here this 
morning, getting a hearing on his resolution for national representa- 
tion. I think we should not turn aside to take a Delegate, but we 
should take advantage of this tremendous upsurge of public opinion 
and have inquiry as to what ought to be done for the District of 
Columbia and now get this amendment to the conclusion which will 
give us participation in the Congress and in the Electoral College, 
and then along with that, if there is a good bill prepared for so-called 
home rule, of course, we will study that and try to perfect it, but we 
don’t want something intervening that can be regarded by many 
Members of Congress as a payoff. 
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Senator Case. I think I see your point, and it certainly is a com- 
plicated problem. It has been kicked around here ever since I have 
been in Washington, and I think long before that. We hear some- 
thing about this ev ery year, and it runs into one obstacle after an- 
other. The matter of representation in the Congress, it might be 
approached by making the District of Columbia the equivalent of a 
State. That, I think, would probably be more difficult to accomplish 
from x ratification standpoint, at least, than the idea of having a 
Delegate corresponding to the Territories. 

Of course, Delegates from the Territories serve on the committees ; 
they may speak on the floor; they may introduce bills; they do not, 
however, have a vote. Yet they do give both Alaska and Hawaii a 
definite representation in the House of Representatives, a voice on 
the floor, the power to introduce legislation, the right to serve on 
committees. 

Mr. Cotiapay. They have a Governor and levy their own taxes, 
et cetera. 

Senator Cass. The conflict you suggest that might arise between 
the position of the Commissioners and the Delegate raises a peculiar 
problem. It might be that consideration should be given, if we are 
going to study that aspect of it, to having the Commissioners, giving 
them the same status as a Delegate, so they serve in a dual capacity as 
executive Commissioners and also as the representation in the Con- 
gress; that, however, to carry out the principle of home rule, would 

call for election of the Commissioners. I assume any representation 
in the Congress would be based upon that. 

Mr. Cotitapay. Undoubtedly. 

Senator Case. It would be based upon an election. 

Mr. Cotiapay. Undoubtedly, it certainly should be. 

Senator Casr. But as I have listened to some of the witnesses here 
on this bill, too, they talk in terms of voting and representation, and 
some of them, I fear, haven't realized that this bill does not provide 
for voting on the President nor for voting for representation in the 
Congress. 

Mr. Cotiapay. I think they are ardently in favor of what they call 
home rule and the right to vote without reading the bill. They don’t 
know what they are advocating, a great many of them. 

Senator Casr. I think they know what they are advocating in 
prin ciple. 

Mr. Cottapay. In principle, yes; but I know of one young man con- 
nected with a national organization, who came up here and | supported 
the preceding Kefauver bill, and created the impression that a large 
body of people in one of the political parties was in favor of it. 

I asked him one day—I happened to meet him out in Chicago— 
whether he had read the bill, and he said, “No, but I have had 
principal portions explained to me.” ” 

He was in one way one of the most apparently significant witnesses 
that appeared in the preceding hearings. 

Shall I continue, Mr. Chairman ? 

The Cuarrman. If Senator Case is through. 

Senator Case. Yes. 
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Mr. Cottapay. Have I answered your questions, Senator ? 

Senator Case. At this point, yes. 

Mr. Cotuapay. Conclusion: The Board of Trade respectfully sub- 
mits that there can be no real home rule for the District of Columbia, 
no real grant of suffrage to the citizens of the District of Columbia, 
unless the following elements are inc luded in such grant. 

First, that, in elections in the District of Columbia. only the genuine 
citizens, resident and domiciled—not or domiciled—within the District, 
who maintain no domicile elsewhere, and who do not claim exemption 
from taxation by the District of Columbia by reason of a domicile 
elsewhere, shall be permitted to vote. 

Second, voting representation in the Congress of the United States, 
in a number in accordance with the population of the Distriet of Co- 
lumbia, and in the electoral college. 

Point “second” should be implemented, 

The bill, S. 656, in title XIX, provides that the charter proposed 
to be granted by the bill, if it is enacted into law, shall be submitted 
to the qualified electors of the District of Columbia for acceptance 
or nonacceptance as the charter of the District of Columbia munici- 
pality, and title XVIII, section 1801 (b), provides that “The charter 
shall take effect only if accepted pursuant to title XIX” and “if the 
charter is so accepted, it shall take effect on the day following the date 
on which it isaccepted * * *,” 

The Board of Trade hereby proposes that, if the bill, S. 656, or any 
similar bill, is to be passed by the Congress and approved by the 
President, it should contain a further condition as to its effective date, 
substantially as follows: 

The charter shall take effect only if and when the following constitutional 
amendment shall have been proposed by the Senate and Heuse of Representa- 
tives, as provided in article V of the Constitution and ratified by the legislatures 
of three-fourths of the States within seven years of the date of its passage, 
namely: 

“The Congress shall have power to provide that there shall be in the Congress 
and among the electors of President and Vice President members elected by 
the people of the District constituting the seat of the Government of the United 
States, in such numbers and with such powers as the Congress shall determine, 
All legislation hereunder shall be subject to amendment and repeal.” 

The provisions of title XVIII, of S. 656, as to effective dates, should 
be modified accordingly. 

Finally, gentlemen, may I express for the Washington Board of 
Trade the hope that when political rights are granted to this Fed- 
eral District, they will not be merely the form of so-called home 
rule set forth in S. 656. 

Such a substitute for true self-government—national representa- 
tion—would mean only further toleration of our present political in- 
equality, when there is hope of an upstanding and American political 
status for District of Columbia citizens. There are some who would 
surrender principle for expediency. May I quote for them this prov- 
erb, “By perseverance, the snail reached the Ark.” 

We hope all thinking people of our great Nation who love their 
Capital City will join with its people in saying: “Speed the day that 
such Constitution-amending legislation may be enacted- 
to form a more perfect union, establish justice, insure domestic tranquillity, 
and secure the blessings of liberty to ourselves and to our posterity. 

81450—51—13 
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Our statement is concluded and respectfully submitted. Thank you 
very much, Mr. Chairman, and other members of the committee. 

The Cuarrman. Do you have any questions, Senator Case? 

Senator Case. Mr. Colladay, the proposal that you make for 
writing this contingency for the effective date only goes to the electing 
of electors for President and Vice President. It does not prov ide 
for representation in Congress. 

Mr. Cotiapay. I think it does, Senator. “The Congress shall have 
power to prov ide that there shall be in the Congress m 

Senator Case. I beg your pardon. 

Mr. Cottapay. “In the Congress’”—it does cover it, does it not? 

Senator Casr. “In the Congress.” 

Mr. Cotiapay. That is word for word the effective part of the 
joint resolution which has been fathered by the chairman of this 
committee, both in the Eighty-first Congress and the present Con- 
gress, and in the early part of this session, Senator Case, I call at- 
tention to the fact that I urgently requested Senator Neely to im- 
mediately ask the Judiciary Committee of the Senate for a hearing 
on the joint resolution and offered the full support of the board of 
trade and all its influence in support of it, and we will turn out the 
people to support your resolution, Mr. Chairman. 

W e want it and want to take advantage of the present tremendous 
interest throughout the country in the “problems of the District of 
Columbia. 

The Cuatrman. I hope that you will prepare a paper with the 
obvious care with which you have prepared this one and present 
that to the Judiciary Committee in behalf of the constitutional 
amendment. 

Mr. Cotiapay. I will assure you I will obtain authority from the 
board of trade in the proper procedure, under its bylaws, I am sure 
that can be obtained, and make such a statement. 

The Cuarrman. I think you have made as good a statement in 
behalf of a bad cause as any human being could have made. Exc ‘ept 
in this case, I wish you great success in all your further efforts in 
regard to the District of C ‘olumbia. 

Mr. Coutavay. Thank you. 

Senator Casr. One further question, Mr. Chairman. In implement- 
ing this proposal for the constitutional amendment. to provide for 
representation in Congress and among the electors, there again you 
would want this provision that the people who would vote in the 
District of Columbia would vote only in one place ! 

Mr. Cotiapay. That is right. I might say, Senator Case, that I 
would hope also your pending constitutional amendment might be 
considered by the Senate Judiciary Committee at or about the same 
time as the chairman’s constitutional amendment. We would like 
to have the whole subject canvassed and endeavor to get a satisfactory 
result. : 

Senator Case. I would rather think if the Judiciary Committee 
scheduled the hearing they would consider them together. 

I might say, as far as I am personally concerned, I think that the 
amendment proposed by the chairman is more consistent. with the 
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complete principle of self-government and representation than mine in 
that it would permit you to have fullfledged membership in the Con- 
gress, a voting membership in the Congress. 

The reason I introduced the other amendment, however, is that such 
observations as I have been able to make in the course of being around 
here about 14 years makes me think it would be very difficult to get an 
amendment passed by the Congress in the first place, and in the second 
place, ratified by a sufficient number of States to secure that. 

On the other hand, I do think that without too much difficulty, if 
support were given to it, you could get the same status as the Terri- 
tories have, and then at least you would have the right to vote on the 
President and Vice President—that is, by that amendment—and to 
give you a representation in the Congress with a voice on the floor, the 
right to introduce legislation, and the right to serve on the committees. 
I think that could be accomplished. 

I think you run into the very great probability that it would be 
difficult to get an amendment through the Congress and ratified by the 
States that provides for adding two Senators. That is in effect what 
this would be interpreted as opening the door to. 

Mr. Cottapay. Not necessarily. 

Senator Casr. Not necessarily. 

Mr. Cotiapay. In previous considerations, the thought of one Sen- 
ator has been advanced and also the thought of giving us representa- 
tion, voting representation, in the House and not inthe Senate. Vari- 
ous phases of the thing have been explored, and I would hope that all] 
those things would be considered at the hearing which Senator Neely 
with your support undoubtedly can obtain for us on his resolution 
and on yours before the Judiciary Committee. 

Senator Casr. I remember the course of the bills for Hawaii and 
Alaska in the last Congress. They both passed the House quite 
readily. They might have passed the Senate if they had been brought 
to a vote, but by various methods the matters didn’t come to a vote. 
Now if it is difficult to get to a vote in the Senate a bill which would 
provide for representation in the Senate of the Territories of the 
District of Columbia, and Alaska, it will be similarly difficult and 
probably even more difficult without regard to the merits of the diffi- 
culties, the difficulties will arise, just as a matter of practical 
observation, 

it seems to me it would make it very difficult to get the Senate to 
approve or to consider, let me put it that way, to consider an amend- 
ment which would seem to open the door to adding two Senators for 
the District of Columbia. Like it or not, that is just my observation. 

Mr. Cottapay. We recognize the difficulties ahead, but we certainly 
think that all those matters should be explored in, the hearing before 
the Judiciary Committee. 

Senator Casr. You are tieing them in to this hearing by proposing 
that this bill now before us have a contingent date tied into the sub- 
mission of this other amendment. 

Mr. Contiapay. That is right. We certainly don’t want to get in the 
attitude of compromising our case before we get it to a conclusion. I 
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think we should in any matter of this kind, and certainly in this, ask 
for the thing we want. I think that the people of the country have 
been interested in this matter through various national organizations, 
and that there will be a different attitude on the part of the Senators 
and Congressmen toward consideration of these questions at the pres- 
ent time, as compared with their attitude in past years. I hope so 
anyway. 

Senator Case. I want to go back to one point in your paper where 
you discussed legislative proposals. 

Mr. Cotiapay. What is the page, Senator? 

Senator Case. On page 15. 

Mr. Cotiapay. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. You discussed section 325, but it was my impression 
that related to that is a proposal that in case the President of the 
Senate and the Speaker of the House certified that there is an emer- 
gency, the proposal may take effect immediately. 

Mr. Cotzapay. There is such provision. 

Senator Casr. Do you think that would stand up constitutionally ? 

Mr. Cotiapay. Do I think what? 

Senator Case. That would stand up constitutionally. 

Mr. Cotnapay. No; I do not. It is much weaker in relation to the 
Constitution than the main question. 

Senator Case. Whatever may be the attitude of the Supreme Court 
at general provision for legislative proposals, it seems to me the Court 
would hardly say that certification by the presiding officers of the two 
bodies of Congress could delegate the legislative power of the two 
bodies of Congress. 

Mr. Cotnapay. Certainly not. 

Senator Case. Thank you. 

Mr. Cottapay. Thank you very much. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. REMON, REPRESENTING THE CATHEDRAL 
HEIGHTS CITIZENS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Remon. Mr. Chairman, my name is John A. Remon and I am 
a property owner of Washington. I am a member of the Cathedral 
Heights Citizens Association, and I am a delegate to Federation of 
Citizens Associations. 

1 won’t take very much of your time, because I am in thorough 
accord with the proposal of the board of trade from start to finish. 
My particular citizens’ association has voted twice in opposition to 
this sort of legislation, and I think Mr. Colladay quoted the figures, 
that there were only 13 of the somewhat more than 68 citizens’ associa- 
tions that voted in favor of this legislation. 

There are one or two things that I do want to speak about in 
connection with the board of trade proposal, and that is this: I am 
thoroughly in accord with the commission form of government here. 
and I am also opposed to the matter of an elective Board of Education. 
I think you will find that our system here of appointment by the 
courts of the members of the Board of Education is far better than 
where we have the legislative system. 
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I was born and grew up in the city of Salem, Mass., and we had a 
board of education there which was pretty bad. In fact, I think one 
member of the board of education in Salem, Mass., never reached the 
ninth grade in school, and in addition to that, in many of the States 
where we have the elective board of education corruption is rampant in 
a good many cases, and it is very difficult to clear up a situation of that 
kind, Sel have greater faith in our courts for a matter of this kind 
than I have in the legislative form which has been proposed. 

I think that is about all I have to say. 

The Cuarrman. Is it your opinion that the people are not com- 
petent to select as good a board as the courts can select 

Mr. Remon. I know it is a fact, Mr. Chairman, that the people in 
a good many cases haven't selected as good a board as the courts in 
the District of Columbia have. 

Senator Case. In this case that you mentioned, the man who had 
not reached the ninth grade—was he disinterested in education / 

Mr. Remon. No; I think he was interested from‘a political angle, 
pure and simple, and certain emoluments which accrue to a member 
of the board of education in that particular case. 

Senator Case. The reason I asked that question was because it was 
my privilege at one time to serve on the State board of regents in my 
State, which had to do with the various colleges, school of mines, 
normal school, et cetera. At that time we had a member of the board 
of regents who himself had not attended college, but there was no 
member of the board who was as zealous as he was in trying to 
improve the schools and in trying to provide others with an oppor- 
tunity which he felt he himself had not had. 

Mr. Remon. I can readily understand that. I don’t think it is 
necessary that a person be highly educated, but a man who has only 
gone through the ninth grade or hadn’t gone through the ninth grade, 
for him'to determine policies and understand the problems of educa- 
tion. I think, is quite something different. 

Senator Case. Well, that may ‘be, but just to make the point cleat 
I recall in running over some notes on the life of Lincoln just ee 
in connection with some Lincoln Day talks I was to give, I recall learn- 
ing again, because I had forgotten it, that Mr. Lincoln had only year 
of formal education and that was distributed over about 3 years. So 
that it all goes to the individual case. 

You might find a man, as with Lincoln, who had very little formal 
education, but who was an educated man. 

Mr. Remon. I agree thoroughly, and one of the greatest engineers 
in this country, John J. Carty of the Bell System, as far as I know, 
had no formal education at all. He was a great scientist and a great 
engineer. 

It is possible, because I think that a man’s life, that all an education 
does, a qualified education, is guided activity of your time, which get 
over X period of time in life through reading and through contact w ith 
people. 

Senator Case. That is all. 
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STATEMENT OF CLIFFORD H. NEWELL, REPRESENTING THE 
ARKANSAS AVENUE COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION 




















Mr. Newetx. I am a resident in the District of Columbia and have 
been for the past thirty-odd years, and I would like to ask the commit- 
tee if I may make a little statement in regard to observations that I 
have made as an interested civic worker here in the city, aryl I feel I 
am more or less competent to give some expressions in regard to what 
I have found regarding this particular question that is now before you 
for consideration. 

I ama former president of the Federation of Citizens’ Associations, 
and during all the time that I have resided here I have been quite active 
in civic matters along different lines. 

The Cuarrman. What was the membership of that organization 
when you were last president ? 

Mr. Newett. Of the Federation of Citizens Associations ? 

The CuarrMan. Yes. 

Mr. NeweEu. I am coming to that, Mr. Senator, if I may just pro- 
ceed, 

The CuatrmMan. Proceed. 

Mr. Newet. My work in the federation, and in many other organi- 
zations engaged in civic activities, has naturally brought me in con- 
tact with many thousands of people living in the ‘District of Columbia. 
The question of enfranchisement and the right to vote, both nationally 
and locally, has often come up in our discussions. I have found that 
nearly everyone has felt that residents here should have the right to 
vote for President and Members of Congress, and at least should have 
representation of some kind on Capitol Hill, inasmuch as Congress 
has direct peer? over the affairs of the District. But I have also 
found that the large majority of our citizens, especially property 
owners, are very well satisfied with our present form of local govern- 
ment. The real residents of Washington are generally much pleased 
with the manner our Commissioners handle our affairs, and constantly 
point out with pride that ever since we have had our present form of 
government, not once has there ever been any scandal in the manage- 
ment of our city. Very few other large cities, if anywhere, can boast 
of such a record. 

From those who are well informed comes the criticism that Congress 
frequently constitutes independent and autonomous boards and com- 
missions to handle some particular phase of our local government, over 
whom our Board of Commissioners have little, if any, jurisdiction. 
The vast majority of our citizens feel that Congress ‘should vest. in 
our Commissioners complete control over all of our administrative 
work and then should hold our Commissioners strictly responsible 
and accountable to Congress for its acts. Another thing that pleases 
the majority of our citizens is the manner in which our Commissioners 
exercise economy in our annual budget. It is notable that what seems 
to the citizens as unnecessar} and extravagant items comes princi- 
pally from those boards and commissions set up by Congress, and, in 
consequence, the Commissioners find it difficult to deny or reduce 
their requests when the budget is being reviewed. 
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Washington is definitely made up of two classes of citizens: Those 
employed in the Government, or were formerly and are now retired; 
and those who are not employed by the Government. 

Senator Casr. May I ask at that point: Were you formerly 
employed by the Government? 

Mr. Newe ii. No, sir; I have never been employed by the 
Government. 

Senator Case. You are not in either of these two classes? 

Mr. Newew. No, sir. I am also retired and can speak freely. 

Those who have been employed by the Government usually retain 
their voting residence in the State from where they were appointed. 
The residents who came here for other reasons understood when they 

“ame that they were moving into the District, where they would lose 
their right to vote, but came just the same. 

Senator Case. It has been my growing impression there are increas- 
ingly a number of people in this District not in either class, and appar- 
ently you are not, that there are a great many people here now who 
were born in the District, are employed in industries or businesses in 
the District, and they are not the people who have lost their right to 
vote through a voluntary choice. 

Mr. Newe ut. If I understand you correctly, Senator, I come out of 
that class that came here of my own volition, not in connection with 
employment with the Government. 

Senator Caspr. Have you had any children born in the District ? 

Mr. Neweui. They were born before we moved here, and were small 
children. One of them happens to be now a captain in the United 
States Navy over in Korea, and my two daughters, one lives in Mary- 
land and the other resides here in the District of Columbia. 

Senator Caspr. Go ahead. 

Mr. Newewi. The Federation of Citizens Associations is comprised 
of 2 delegates elected or appointed by each of some 61 citizens associ- 
ations throughout the city ; and by 2 delegates from eac th of 9 city-wide 
organizations, such as the Federation of Women’s Clubs, Congress 
of Parent-Teachers Associations, Medical Society, et cetera. Member 
bodies ofthe federation are not bound by any action of the federation, 
and frequently differ with the federation’s action, and accordingly 
present their decisions to the proper officials. Under the constitution 
of the federation, all member bodies must be entirely made up of 
white people. 

The Cuatrman. Do you consider that in keeping and in harmony 
with the spirit of the Constitution and its amendments? 

Mr. Newe.. Senator, I can say “Yes” and “No.” I have discussed 
the matter frequently with le: iders and I have worked with them, in 
fact, representing the colored race, and we have found that we can 
make more advancement by our working in conjunction but under 
separate management because of this fact: The colored people have 
made tremendous advances in the past here in the District of Colum- 
bia and elsewhere, and we are all proud of the advancement that they 
have made, but if they were to be thrown intimately into our organi- 
zations, they would in a measure lose their opportunity for leader- 
ship, at least at this time, in my judgment, where they can retain 
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that leadership by being in their own organizations and uplifting the 
balance of their people. 

That is my personal judgment, of course. 

The Cuarrman. You think then they ought to have no right to 
help lead white people, they should lead only colored people? 

Mr. Newewt. I think at the present time, Senator, that they are 
accomplishing more by uplifting their own people than by attempt- 
ing to uplift the white people. I think the white people, likewise, 
they are doing more in their own organizations by tending to their 
part of the work and expecting the colored people through their 
leadership to uplift that segment of the colored race that has not yet 
attained that eminence that we expect at least of white people, al- 
though I agree with you immediately that many of our white people 
haven't reached much of an eminence either. 

The Federation of Civil Associations is a similar organization made 
up of 26 associations solely composed of Negro members. 

Senator Case. I have a question. 

Mr. Newe... Yes. 

Senator Case. Could a white person join any of these civic asso- 
ciations ? 

Mr. Newetu. No, sir. That is confined to colored people and just 
the same as the white is confined to white people. 

But I have tried to emphasize, Senator—and I think this is very 
important—that on all questions pertaining to the welfare and best 
interests of the people in the District.of Columbia always the leaders 
of these two associations work in harmony. They work together con- 
structively to accomplish an end. 

Senator Casz. Do you have any formal arrangement for the co- 
ordination of the work of the respective citizens’ associations and 
civic associations ¢ 

Mr. Neweiti. We have no organized efforts. It is always done 
purely—well, just like these hearings are held. It is done just volun- 
tarily on the part of the people from the organizations. Although 
we have on all such matters—and with your indulgence, I am coming 
to that shortly—when we held our last plebiscite, we were working 
together constantly in the organization of our precincts for the elec- 
tion, and on everything of that sort we work together—the Red Cross, 
the civic leaders, they work together. In the “Community Chest we 
do the same thing. 

We have found that there has never been any lack of interest on 
the part of the members of either federation by doing what we are 
doing. 

Senator Case. Who takes the initiative or who has thé responsibility 
for bringing you together ¢ 

Mr. News. I have been at times asked by leaders of the colored 
federation, of the Civic Federation, to assist in regard to some partic- 
ular matter, and I know that others in the Federation of Citizens 
Associations have experienced the same, and I also might add this: 
that we have made an effort in the past to invite what we considered 
representative leadership of the two races to have an organization for 
the purpose of advancing the best interests of both races here in the 
District of Columbia. 
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Senator Casr. In this paragraph you just read you have said there 
are 61 citizens associations that are members of the Federation of 
Citizens Associations and 26 of the civic associations. Do you know 
the relative membership in the associations represented / 

Mr. Neweii. Lam coming to that, Senator. I have very little infor- 
mation concerning the Federation of Civic Associ: tions, but—— 

Senator Case. I read ahead in the next paragraph. You give the 
figures for yours, but you don’t give us the membership figure of the 
others. 

Mr. Neweti. No one can accurately tell you how many citizens 
comprise the 61 citizens’ associations, as the members constantly 
change, but it is believed that there are about 24,000 residents who 
are members of the 61 associations that are in good standing. I mean 
by that their dues have been paid. 

The other organizations who are members of the federation have 
a considerable membership, but most of their members are also mem- 
bers of some citizens association. So there is duplication there. 

The Federation of Citizens Associations has always consistently 
been on record in favor of both national representation and home rule, 
and recently went on record approving all of the bills now introduced 
in this session of Congress concerning either national representation, 
home rule, or a Delegate to the House of Representatives. 

A careful poll during the past year shows that 25 citizens asso- 
ciations have officially passed resolutions opposing, either home rule 
entirely, or the Kefauver bill specifically. In a few instances, the 
association submitted the question by referendum to its members and 
then acted according to the result of the members’ vote. 

Only 14 citizens associations have taken action in favor of the 
Kefauver bill, thus supporting the action of the federation. 

Two associations opposed the Auchincloss home-rule bill in 1948 
and have not acted on the Kefauver bill at all; and one association 
endorsed home rule in principle, but not the Kefauver bill. 

Among the-city-wide organizations that are members of the federa- 
tion only four have voted on the question of home rule. Three voted 
against, and one for it. 

I would be disloyal indeed to an organization of which I have been 
a member for so many years, one which has honored me in a great 
many ways, if I did not proclaim that, in my judgment, there is no 
organization that so fully reflects the views of our citizenry in Wash- 
ington, as the Feder: ition of Citizens Associations. I believe ordi- 
narily this is true, but in this particular matter, namely, home rule 
for the District of Columbia, I believe it fails to do this. The reason 
for this assertion is the independent actions of the member bodies 
of the federation in the face of the action of the federation. It is 
only fair to assume that the member bodies that have not acted on 
this question prefer to remain silent on the matter, which can only 
be construed to mean “satisfied as is.” There are 19 citizens associa- 
tions in this category. A few of these are inactive and do not hold 
npr meetings, if any at all. 

I had the honor to be selected as the person to have charge of all 
of the precinct organizations in the plebiscite that was held Novem- 
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ber 5, 1946. The newspapers and radio gave a great deal of attention 
to this matter. I did not lack for enthusiastic assistants, and some 
1,400 men and women volunteered to man some 154 voting places for 
this event; 1,600 taxicab drivers volunteered to haul people to and 
from the polling places without charge. The prospective voters were 
regs =e with two questions: 

Do you want the right to vote for officials of your own city gov- 
setulae in the District of Columbia? (Yes) (No) 

2. Do you want the right to vote for President of the United States 
and for Members of Congress from the District of Columbia! (Yes) 
(No) 

Everyone who apparently was 21 years of age was allowed to vote, 
in fact, was urged in every way to vote. The day was all anyone 
could ask for, and yet, while it was estimated some 400,000 people were 
eligible to participate, actually only 170,000 people did so. The 
result was: 

Question 1. Yes, 116,559: no, 49.669. 

Question 2. Yes, 139,272; no, 26,687. 

During the d: ay, I personally visited nearly 40 of the polling places. 
I naturally made some observations. In the downtown areas, and 
especially in the so-called Negro sections, there was a vote far exceed- 
ing all expectations, but in the residential sections of home owners, 
the vote was disappointing. 

The Cramman,. Don’t you think the fact that these Negroes had 
enough ambition and Americanism to go to the polls speaks well for 
their patriotism ? 

Mr. Neweiw. I think they were far more interested than the white 
people in the plebiscite. I fr ankly make that statement. 


Here is an example: Take the ¢ “ardoza School. Our rok places 


were principally in schools or else in churches. Take the Cardoza 
School there with 2,793 people voting for home rule, and not one 
single vote was recorded against it. T have no idea how that hap- 
pened. 

A few examples of the vote on question No. 1 

Blow School: Yes, 2.035: no, 61. 

Smallwood: Yes, 1,334; no, 2. 

Cardoza: Yes, 2,793; no, 0. 

Howard: Yes, 1,267: no, 7. 

Banneker: Yes, 1,731; no, 12. 

Garnett-Patterson: Yes, 2,607; no, 7. 

Burrville: Yes, 1,014; no, 3. 

These are all almost entirely Negro sections, where most of the resi- 
dents were renters and transients. In sections mostly home-owned 
residential, in white neighborhoods, the vote on question No. 1 ran 
like this: 

Petworth Church: Yes, 586; no, 611. 

Taft Junior High: Yes, 356; no, 373 

Bunker Hill: Yes, 675; no, 823. 

Lafayette: Yes, 1,350; no, 1,000. 

Takoma: Yes, 561; no, 471. 
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It is my carefully considered judgment that not one-half of the 
people who voted for home rule then would now vote for the Ke- 
fauver bill. There are several reasons for my conclusion. 

The Cuairman. If the bill were to be passed by both Houses of 
Congress, it would have to be approved by a vote in the District of 
Columbia. You are, therefore, in no danger if you are correct in your 
appraisal of the situation. 

Mr. Neweww. I am familiar with that, but I don’t know just how 
you would provide for the expense of having that referendum vote. 
If Congress would pay for it, that would be one thing, but Congress 
is so inclined to let us pay for all those things that we are having a 
great deal to pay for that we don’t think we » ought to pay for. 

The Cnatrman. If the bill were amended to provide that the Fed- 
eral Government should pay for the referendum, would you support 
it? 

Mr. Neweuu. I have no objection at any time of submitting this 
question to the city and leaving it to the people of the city, who are 
honest voters in the District of Columbia. 

1. Since 1946 more and more people are in opposition to home rule, 
as the subject is more fully understood. 

These are my observations, Senator, if you please. 

2. Many people who favor home rule in principle object to many 
of the things in the Kefauver bill. 

There has been a big change in our population since 1946. Then, 
we had just gotten out of World War II, and thousands of war 
workers and soldiers were still in the city. Most of these have now 
either left the city and gone back home, or have bought homes and 
moved into suburban sections of Maryland and Virginia. I believe 
the floating population is much smaller in Washington today than 
when the plebise ite was held. 

I personally am against the passage of the so-called Kefauver bill 
for the following reasons: 

1. It is nota home- rule bill and the residents would not have any 
particular advantages that they do not now possess. 

2. I object to the so-called dual voting system. In other words, 
I know of no reason why anyone should be allowed to vote in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia who votes in one of the States. 

3. Lam opposed to what would be the electorate in the District hav- 
ing the right by their votes to impose as high as an $80,000,000 bond 
issue on the privately owned properties in the District, especially when 
ony, about 15 percent of the residents are the property owners. 

While not satisfied with the present method of selection of mem- 
vim of the Board of Education, I am opposed to their election by a 
vote of the people. Experience elsewhere has proven that such a 
procedure does not get the best kind of people for those important 
positions. 

5. I am opposed to the President of the United States appointing 
two, or any other number of members, to the proposed Council. With 
the President’s right of veto on any action of the Board, it is only too 
obvious that the members of the Council, no matter how efficient and 
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honest, would be apt to approve of what the President’s appointees 
might advise, right or wrong. 

Any action taken by the proposed Council, no matter how urgent 
or important, could not be made final for some time, as both Congress 
and the President could invalidate it if they desired to do so. 

It would add expense to the taxpayers of the District. Political 
employees are not noted for economy. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen, for allowing me to use so much 
of your time. 

Mr. Armstronc. Mr. Chairman, I am Kenneth P. Armstrong. I 
was put down for the next witness, but apparently I will not get an 
opportunity to testify today. May Task a question ‘ 

The Cuamman. Yes. 

Mr. Armstronc. You are representing the Arkansas Avenue Citi- 
zens’ Association, are you not ? 

Mr. Newett. I should have added that. I was instructed to appear 
also in behalf of the Arkansas Avenue Community Association, one of 
our largest citizens’ associations, at a meeting of our executive board 
held just a couple of evenings ago; they directed me to appear here 
and oppose the Kefauver bill. 

Mr. ArmstronG. Mr. Newell, you testified before the joint commit- 
tee in February of 1948, did you not ? 

Mr. Newe.t. Yes. 

Mr. ArmstronG. For the Arkansas Avenue Community Association ? 

Mr. Newetxi. That is right. 

Mr. Armstrronc. You said: 

I have been directed by that association to appear at this time and to give my 
100 percent approval of the Auchincloss bill. We are strongly in favor of suf- 
frage here in the District of Columbia. 

Is that correct ? 

Mr. Newett. That is correct. 

Mr. Armstrrone. I would like to have that in the record. 

Mr. Neweiu. My position is this, if I may use this expression. You 
know people can once in a while change their minds. They have 
changed their minds materially up in my section of the ci ity apparently 
and are going now against the Kefauver bill, though the Kefauver 
bill, in my judgment, is not anywhere near as good as the Auchincloss 
bill was, in my judgment; but, regardless of that, their present action 
is opposed to the Kefauver bill. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Newell, may I rejoin that in my opinion there 
has been more than a hundred percent greater interest shown in home 
rule this year than there was when the bill was last before this com- 
mittee. I think that is a very hopeful sign. 

Mr. Newe.u. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Armstronc. Mr. Chairman, may I ask just one more privilege ? 
Apparently I am not going to get an opportunity to be heard. 

The CuarrMan. I regret we cannot hear you today because we are 
unable to continue after 12 o’clock. 

Mr. Armstrone. U nfortunately, I have to work for a living and 
took the day off for this hearing. I am leaving the city for an ex- 
tended period of time, and I am with the Department of the Air Force 
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as an engineer, and I apparently will not be able to appear when you 
continue the hearings. 


The Cuairman. When do you expect to return ¢ 

Mr. ArmstronG. Not until the middle of April. I would like to 
file for the record something which I wrote in answer to this little 
pamphlet the Board of Trade got out last year against the Kefauver 
bill. I think it covers most of the things that Mr. ( ‘olladay referred 
to, and if that could be included in the record, I would appreciate it. 

Of course, there have been some little changes in the present bill 
from the bill which was before the preceding Congress, but in general 
I think it is quite applicable. 

If I may have that privilege—— 

The CHairMan. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrronc. Also, if Iam in town, when you resume the hear- 
ings, I would like to get a spot where I could be heard without sitting 
around all day. 

Senator Case. I should like to have a copy of this. 

The Cuairman. The reporter will copy it in the record so that it 
will be available for Senator Case. 

(The statement referred to above is as follows :) 


ANSWERS TO THE Boarp OF TRADE PAMPHLET ENTITLED “DOES THE KEFAUVER BILL 
REALLY PROVIDE FOR HOME RULE?” 


(Statement of Kenneth Armstrong) 


On March 1, 1950, the Washington Board of Trade prepared and distributed 
a pamphlet in opposition to S. 1527, a bill to provide for home rule and re- 
organization in the District of Columbia (the Kefauver bill), which is cleverly 
written, but full of misrepresentations and misstatements of facts. Most of 
the arguments contained therein could be answered very simply if all persons 
who read them had comprehensive knowledge of the details of American history, 
the Constitution, and municipal government. Since most persons do not have 
such detailed knowledge more extensive explanations are necessary. ‘The fol- 
lowing pages discuss the arguments somewhat in detail, under 12 captions, as 
follows: 

I—Home rule and congressional authority 
II—Rights of American citizenship 
Il I—Qualifications for voting 
I1V—Federal representation on the Council 
V—Legislative powers 
ViI—Council-manager form of government 
Vil—Powers of the District Manager 
Vill—Bonded indebtedness 
IX—Advisory boards and commissions 
X—The Federal payment 
Saving of congressional time 
XI—W hat does the Constitution really say? 


I—HOME RULE AND CONGRESSIONAL AUTHORITY 


The board of trade maintains that the Kefauver bill does not provide home rule 
because it states that Congress may enact, repeal, or amend any law affecting 
the District no matter what the council may do. 

Answer: The Kefauver bill gives the City Council as much power as any city 
council has, insofar as municipal matters are concerned. It goes further, and 
provides thaf the Council may make “legislative proposals” which will become 
law if not disapproved by Congress or the President within a specified time: Such 
matters. are normally handled by State legislatures, not city councils. All 
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municipalities are created by a sovereign legislative body, usually a State legis- 
lature. As the creator and the sovereign power, the legislature has the power at 
any time to modify the form of the municipal government, to change or rescind 
any of its acts, and to define the limits of the powers it may exercise. The 
Kefauver bill does no more than spell out these limititations. 

The Supreme Court of the United States said in the case of Stoutenburgh v. 
Hennick (129 U. 8. 141), “It is a cardinal principal of our system of government 
that local affairs shall be managed by local authorities and geenral affairs by 
the central authority, and hence, while the rule is also fundamental that the power 
to make laws cannot be delegated, the creation of municipalities erercising local 
self-government has never been held to trench upon that rule. Such legislation 
is not regarded as a transfer of general legislative power, but rather as the grant 
of authority to prescribe local regulations, according to immemorial practice, 
subject, of course, to the interposition of the superior in cases of necessity.” 
{Italics supplied. ] 

The Kefauver bill would create a “municipality exercising local self-govern- 
ment” with authority to “prescribe local regulations * * * subject to the 
interposition of the superior.” It would also give the local government authority 
to make laws, insofar as Congress has the power to delegate such authority. 
Since “the power to make laws cannot be delegated” this authority is necessarily 
limited. Therefore, the Kefauver bill provides that laws enacted by the city 
council shall be subject to disapproval by Congress or the President within a 
specified time. It is not unreasonable to presume that Congress would exercise 
this veto power sparingly, since one of the principal arguments for creating a 
self-governing municipality here is to relieve Congress of the petty details of 
local affairs. 

It must be remembered that Congress, in prior years, did create “municipalities 
exercising local self-government” here, and that those municipalities continued 
to operate during the first half of the 150 years which have elapsed since the 
District of Columbia was founded. 

































II—RIGHTS OF AMERICAN CITIZENSHIP 





The board of trade contends that the Kefauver bill does not “confer American 
citizenship rights on permanent District residents” because it fails to provide 
for representation in Congress or a vote for President and Vice President of the 
United States. It also contends that these rights are “definite prerequisites to 
workable home rule.” 

Answer: Representation in Congress and a vote for President and Vice Presi- 
dent are not fundamental rights of American citizenship. These rights are, by 
the Constitution, granted only to citizens of the States. Citizens of the Terri- 
tories do not have them, and will not have them until the Territories are ad- 
mitted to the Union as States. Yet the Territories of Hawaii and Alaska have 
legislatures elected by the people, and their municipalities have popularly elected 
local governments which exercise normal municipal powers. As the sovereign 
power, Congress may amend or repeal any act of these legislatures, and may also 
rescind any or all powers exercised by any municipality. But this severeign 
power is seldom exercised. Congress is content te let these Territories and their 
municipalities function as normal American communities. 

While national representation for the District of Columbia is a desirable 
objective, and should be granted for other reasons than those stated by the board 
of trade, it does not help the cause to assert that it is a prerequisite for workable 
home rule, or that it can in any way be a substitute for local self-government. 
Such assertions must be predicated upon the assumption that there is no home 
rule in Hawaii or Alaska, which, of course, is contrary to fact. 


III—QUALIFICATIONS FOR VOTING 





The board of trade objects to the provision of the Kefauver bill which would 
permit 1-year residents to qualify as voters in local elections regardless of any 
right they may have to vote in another jurisdiction. 

Answer: There is nothing unusual about this provision. It has been the rule 
for many years in suburban communities in Maryland, and has worked very sat- 
isfactorily. Residents of these communities are not required to be State voters 
in Maryland, nor to relinquish voting rights elsewhere to be eligible to vote in 
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local elections or to hold local offices. In reply to inquiries by the Auchincloss 
subcommittee of the Eightieth Congress, most State governors or attorneys gen- 
eral stated that voting in municipal elections in the District of Columbia would 
not disqualify anyone from also exercising State and National voting rights in 
their particular State. 

The 1-year qualification for voting is customary in most States. The tendency 
is toward uniformity in this respect as election laws are liberalized. Other 
communities do not fear the influence of 1-year voters in local affairs. There is 
no reason why we should fear it. The population of the District of Columbia 
is not as transient as that. 

One of the most persistent arguments against local suffrage in the past has 
been that so many residents of the District have voting rights elsewhere that 
minority groups would control local elections here. This voting provision of the 
Kefauver bill effectually spikes this argument. Perhaps that is the reason why 
the opponents of home rule oppose it so vehemently. 


IV—-FEDERAL REPRESENTATION ON THE COUNCIL 


The board of trade assumes that the two members of the Council appointed 
by the President would exert such a powerful influence that the actions of the 
Council would be seriously affected. 

Answer: Many proponents of home rule for the District do not favor this 
provision of the Kefauver bill, but have accepted it as a reasonable compromise 
between conflicting viewpoints. They do not, however, fear that these 2 mem- 
bers of an 11-member body will seriously affect its actions. In any event, a Coun- 
cil consisting of nine members elected by the people and two appointed by the 
President is to be preferred to one consisting only of three members, all of whom 
are appointed by the President, which is what we now have, or to a two-chamber 
body, one consisting entirely of Presidential appointees, which is what we had 
under the “territorial government” of 1871-74. 


V—LEGISLATIVE POWERS 


The board of trade asserts that the provision in the Kefauver bill granting 
the Council the power to propose laws subject to disapproval by Congress and 
the President would cause “confusion and bickering” and would give us “no 
more home rule than we have today.” 

Answer: This is merely a variation of the objection answered above under 
the caption “*Home rule and congressional authority.” It should be understood 
that the legislative powers conferred on the Council by the Kefauver bill are in 
addition to the normal municipal powers which other cities have. This provision 
in no way limits the power of the Council to pass ordinances, regulate zoning 
matters, and expend local revenues, which powers are specifically conferred 
upon the Council. 

In view of the peculiar problems of the District, which has only the Congress 
of the United States for a Legislature, we believe that some delegation of legis- 
lative power to the local government is desirable. However, even without such 
delegation the Kefauver bill would give the District as much municipal power as 
any self-governing community has. 


VI-—COUNCIL-MANAGER FORM OF GOVERN MENT 


The board of trade considers that the adoption of the council-manager form of 
government in the District would be “an unwarranted experimentation,” and 
asserts that “there are compelling reasons for believing it would not work here.” 
It does not give these reasons. 

Answer: The council-manager form of local government is in effect in more 
than 800 communities in the United States, including nearby Alexandria, Arling- 
ton County, and Montgomery County. It is true that none of these communities 
has as large a population as the District of Columbia, but this is mainly due to 
the power of the national political parties, which are reluctant to give up their 
control of the larger cities. Nonpartisan local governments are the rule in most 
of the smaller cities, and it is easier to change their governments from the older 
forms to the council-manager form. Complaints of corrupt and inefficient munici- 
pal governments are mainly applicable to the larger cities which have the mayor 
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and council form of government, with elections on the basis of national political 
parties. 

In the mayor and council form, the mayor is not only the executive and cere- 
monial head of the city, but he also has veto power over acts of the council. 
Experience has shown that such a government may more easily lapse into graft 
and corruption than the other forms. It depends largely upon the mayor, who 
who has the opportunity to use his patronage and veto powers to build a political 
machine. In the council-manager form the manager is merely the executive. 
Though he has patronage—the right to hire and fire key personnel in the munici- 
pal government—he has no veto power over acts of the council. No one indi- 
vidual has the power to create or sustain a political machine in a council-manager 
government. 

The board of trade appears to be satisfied with the present commission form of 
government in the District, though it is questionable if it would favor popular 
election of the Commissioners, as is done in other cities which have the commis- 
sion form of government. In the commission form the commissioners act indi- 
vidually as administrative heads of particular functions of the local government, 
Together, they act as a city council. This form is quite successful in small com- 
munities. It is not adapted to the needs of larger communities because of the 
magnitude and diversity of municipal functions. For efficient administration 
of the affairs of a large city, each function should be handled by a separate de- 
partment, headed by a specialist in that particular field. Matters of policy 
should be handled by another group composed of citizens Who are responsible 
to the people through the ballot. 

The present local government of the District is wholly unsuited to the needs 
of a large community, regardless of the manner in which the Commissioners 
are chosen. 

VII—POWERS OF THE DISTRICT MANAGER 


The board of trade believes that the Kefauver bill “concentrates an undesir- 
able amount of power in one person—the manager.” 

Answer: The powers vested in the District Manager by the Kefauver bill 
are those customarily exercised by city managers elsewhere. They are not as 
extensive as the powers of the mayor in the mayor and council form of gov- 
ernment. The manager does not determine policies; that is the function of 
the council. Nor does he have the right to veto acts of the council as does a mayor. 

Efficient administration requires centralization of responsibility. Responsi- 
bility is predicated upon power. You cannot hold anybody responsible for some- 
thing he does not have the power to do, nor for the acts of persons over whom 
he has no control. The power to hire and fire the heads of the several municipal 
departments is a necessary concomitant of responsibility for their acts. But 
the Council—the policy-making body elected by the people—has the power to 
hire and fire the District Manager. So, in the last analysis, all powers go back 
to the people who elect the Council. A situation has sometimes occurred in 
council-manager governments where a campaign for election to the eouncil has 
revolved about the retention or discharge of a city manager. thus affording the 
people an opportunity to pass directly upon his acts. In our present form of 
local government in the District, the Commissioners have the power to hire 
and fire the heads of the departments over which they have direct control, but 
the people have no way in which they can express their approval or disapproval 
of the Commissioners’ exercise of this power. 

A corrollary to the board of trade’s objection to the powers of the District 
Manager is the fact that the Kefauver bill does not limit the choice of the 
Manager to District residents. This is as it should be, and as is the case in 
other cities. A city manager should be an experienced administrator—a pro- 
fessional man, not a politician. In fact, city managers are generally career men, 
who go from one city to another as their accumulated experience and records 
command higher salaries. The council should choose the best man for the 
job at the salary offered, and not be restricted in its choice by residence or 
political affiliations. 


VIII—BONDED INDEBTEDNESS 


The board of trade objects to the provisions of the Kefauver bill which would 


permit the local government to ineur bonded indebtedness for capital improve- 
ments. 
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Answer: There is nothing unusual about these provisions, except that they are 
hedged in with more restrictions than most such provisions in city charters else- 
where. The pay-as-you-go policy of municipal financing may be desirable as an 
objective, but there are many times when it is more desirable to obtain imme- 
diately a municipal facility which will be used for many years to come. It is 
only fair that those who use it should pay for it, and not require their predeces- 
sors to pay the entire cost. It should be noted that, in the Kefauver bill, there 
is not only a limit upon the total amount of such indebtedness but all bond is- 
sues must be allocated to specific projects, and each bond issue must be entirely 
paid off well within the life of the project for which it is issued. In addition, it 
is subject to disapproval by Congress or the President, and must be approved 
by a majority of the voters in a referendum. These restrictions make it cer- 
tain that no elected city council will mortgage the resources of the District for 
frivolous purposes. 

The matter of interest payments is a minor one. Interest costs are often 
offset by the reduced costs of constructing or acquiring a facility when it is 
needed. Examples are acquisition of land before the price increases, or before 
it is improved with expensive buildings, and saving in operating or maintenance 
costs by more timely construction of a needed facility. 

The District has had one sad experience resulting from interest-free loans 
by the Federal Government. Most of the neighborhood parks and recreation 
areas were acquired by the Federal Government with Federal money, and title 
was taken by the Federal Government. The District subsequently reimbursed 
the Federal Government for these expenditures, but the Federal Government 
kept title to the lands, and now presumes, through the Department of the In- 
terior, to dictate how these lands and the recreational facilities thereon shall be 
used. The Kefauver bill contains a specifie provision against a repetition of this 
injustice. 

IX——-ADVISORY BOARDS AND COMMISSION 


The board of trade believes that the abolition of some of the boards and com- 
missions in the present District government would “lessen citizen participation 
in some gencies”, but admits that “some streamlining and reorganization of the 
District government is needed.” 

Answer: The numerous boards and commissions in the present District govern- 
ment are accretions to the local governmental structure since self-government was 
abolished 75 years ago. In part, they are due to divided authority between the 
District and the Federal Governments; in part to a natural reluctance on the 
part of Congress to vest control of certain municipal functions in the Commis- 
sioners, who are neither elected by nor responsible to the people. The Kefauver 
bill does not, as asserted by the board of trade, give the District Manager the 
power to abolish any of these boards or commissions. That power is vested in the 
council (sec. 327). It does, however, transfer their functions to the directors of 
the appropriate departments. These department heads are better equipped, 
through their office and professional staffs, to administer these functions than 
are citizen boards, the members of which are not expected to devote full time 
to the task. 

This provision is merely one aspect of streamlining for a more efficient local 
government. Since, as stated above, power and responsibility should go together, 
more efficient administration is provided by this than by the present method. 


X——-THE FEDERAL PAYMENT 


The board of trade points out the undisputed fact, with respect to the annual 
Federal payment toward the expenses of the District government, that “actions 
of one Congress are not binding on those which follow,” and forecasts “rapid 
reduction if not elimination of the Federal payment if Congress passes this (the 
Kefauver) bill and appears [sic] to divest itself of control, hence responsibility 
to the Nation’s Capital.” 

Answer: During all the years of local self-government, from 1800 to 1874, the 
Federal Government shared in the expenses of the local government, but in an 
uncertain and inequitable fashion. These payments were generally insufficient 
to pay the costs of municipal services supplied to the large amount of federally 
owned tax-exempt property. The result was threatened bankruptcy of the city 
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of Washington on several occasions. The Territorial government of 1871-74 did 
become bankrupt, but through acts of the Presidential-appointed Board of Public 
Works, not the Territorial legislature. Because of this the Territorial govern- 
ment was abolished in 1874, and all rights of local self-government were taken 
away. Subsequently, large property owners and business and financial interests 
(the same interests that are now represented by the board of trade) succeeded 
in securing legislation which provided that Congress should pay 50 percent of 
the costs of the local government thereafter. The consideration for this was 
perpetuation of the loss of self-government. The people of the District as a whole 
never agreed to this, but they were given no opportunity to vote on the matter. 
There was no referendum on he so-called organic law of 1878. 

Despite the fact that “actions of one Congress are not binding on those which 
follow,” Congress honored this agreement for more than 40 years, by which time 
the memory of self-government had been pretty well erased. In 1921 Congress 
began to chisel the payment down, first to 40 percent, and then by lump sums 
which at first approximated 40 percent, but by the dual process of increasing 
budgets and decreasing lump sums became a smaller and smaller percentage until 
it threatened to vanish altogether. Yet, Congress refused to restore local self- 
government, the abolition of which was the main consideration for the 50-percent 
payment. 

The hope of an equitable sharing by the Federal Government in the expenses 
of the local government does not lie in continuation of lack of local self-govern- 
ment, but in realization by Congress of the equities of the situation, whereby 
Congress will make “payments in lieu of taxes” on its tax-exempt properties. 
There is a strong national movement to accomplish this in other communities 
which have similar problems, though not, of course, of the magnitude of ours. 
Certainly nowhere else would the people of a community voluntarily exchange 
self-government for a mess of pottage, as did the interests now represented by 
the Board of Trade back in 1878. 


XI-—SAVING OF CONGRESSIONAL TIME 


The Board of Trade contends that the Kefauver bill would not “relieve the 
Congress of much petty work and permit its Members to give additional time to 
pressing national and international issues,” but would “cause endless argument 
and bickering about the relative responsibilities of Congress and the Council.” 

Answer: The board of trade’s argument is predicated upon the assumption that 
the sole function of the Council will be to make “legislative proposals,” and that 
such proposals will be “reviewed and debated in detail as bills are now.” This 
is an erroneous assumption and a misstatement of the terms of the bill. 

The main function of any city council is to handle municipal affairs by ordi- 
nance. The Kefauver bill gives the District Council full powers to handle munic- 
ipal affairs by ordinance without review by Congress. Moreover, much of the 
so-called legislation affecting District affairs which is now handled by Congress 
is of the type that could and would be handled by ordinance. The saving of con 
gressional time in this respect alone would be quite considerable. Minor matters 
of legislation, now handled by Congress because there is no other way of handling 
them, would be handled by the Council subject to congressional or Presidential 
veto. Much of such minor legislation is now passed by unanimous consent. 
Individual matters of this sort do not take much time, but in the aggregate they 
consume considerable time of Congress. The Kefauver bill makes this unneces- 
sary. All Congress would have to do would be to ignore the “legislative proposals” 
of the Council on such matters. It is a safe prediction that Congress would do 
so in the majority of instances. 

One of the recommendations of the La Follette-Monroney committee on the 
organization of Congress was that Congress “divest itself of the duty of acting 
as a city council for Washington and turn the government of the city over to its 
residents under a charter of self-government.” The Kefauver bill would ac- 
complish this. 


XII-—-WHAT DOES THE CONSTITUTION REALLY SAY? 


In its eagerness to support its thesis that “there can be no home rule for the 
District of Columbia until its residents are first accorded representation in Con- 
gress and a vote for President,” the Board of Trade not only ignores the fact that 
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municipalities in the Territories of Hawaii and Alaska have home rule without 
representation in Congress or a vote for President (see Rights of American Citi- 
zenship, above), but also misquotes the Constitution itself. The Board of Trade 
quotes article I, section 8, paragraph 17, of the Constitution as saying that 
Congress “shall exercise exclusive legislation” over the District. The actual 
wording is “shall have power to exercise exclusive legislation.” This is an im- 
portant difference, and quite changes the meaning of the phrase. “Shall” is 
mandatory. “Shall have power to” is permissive. Congress has the power of 
exclusive legislation over the District but is not required to exercise that power. 

However, even if it be assumed that Congress, having that power, is obligated 
to exercise it, and that “congressional law making for the Federal District is a 
full and proper exercise of the powers stipulated,” the board of trade again over- 
looks the distinction between law making and local self-government, previously 
discussed under the captions “Home rule and congressional authority” and 
“Saving of congressional time.’ Full exercise by Congress of its power to make 
all laws affecting the District need not interfere in any way with proper func- 
tioning of a local home-rule government any more than the exercise by a State 
legislature of its power to make all laws for the government of the State and its 
municipalities need interfere with the functioning of the local governments of 
the municipalities. 

The true intent of the section of the Constitution quoted above should be 
obvious. It was to provide a place for “the seat of the Government of the 
United States” which would not be under the jurisdiction of any State. “Ex- 
clude” means to keep out. The power to “exercise exclusive legislation” means 
the power to be the only legislative body having jurisdiction over the area. Our 
forefathers who wrote, discussed, and adopted the Constitution would doubtless 
have been shocked at any suggestion that the simple words which they used 
to provide a place for “the seat of the Government” would, less than a century 
later, be used to deprive the residents of that place of the basic and fundamental 
rights of self-government which they sought to perpetuate. 

The campaign for national representation for the District of Columbia has 
been going on for at least half a century, with negative’ results. The constitu- 
tional amendment now favored by the Board of Trade does not automatically 
provide for representation in Congress and a vote for President. It would 
merely give Congress the power to admit representatives from the Distriet “in 
such numbers and with such powers as Congress may direct.”.. Under such a pro- 
vision Congress might do nothing at all, or it might give the District a non-voting 
delegate such as Hawaii and Alaska now have. Congress has the power to 
give us such representation now, without a constitutional amendment. 

For the District to achieve actual voting representation in Congress, and a 
vote for President and Vice President of the United States, would, under the 
proposed amendment, require two acts of Congress as well as ratification by the 
legislatures of 36 States. In view of the obvious difficulties and delays attendant 
upon such a procedure it is not unreasonable to presume that the Board of 
Trade advocates national representation as a substitute for, or a prerequisite to 
local self-government for the primary purpose of delaying or defeating local 
self-government. 

SUMMARY 


It is quite apparent that the Board of Trade objects to any form of self- 
government for the District of Columbia, and would find fault with any bill, of 
whatever nature, which would give it to us. It is therefore futile to argue the 
specific provisions of the Kefauver bill. The Board of Trade would find other 
objections even if all the specific provisions to which it now objects were deleted. 

The reason why the Board of Trade objects to local self-government for the 
District of Columbia should be obvious to anyone who has followed civic affairs 
during the past quarter of a century. The Board of Trade represents the big 
business and financial interests which have been the controlling factor in our 
local government during that period, and, indeed, ever since self-government 
was abolished three-quarters of a century ago. We do not charge that this 
control of our local government by big business and financial! interests is neces- 
sarily evil. Frequently it has been in the interest of all the people. But it is 
hot in consonance with the American system of government, which is predicated 
upon rule by all of the people, and not by special Interests. 
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If you believe and have faith in the American system of government you 
should support the Kefauver bill, and use your influence to persuade a sufficient 
number of Members of the House of Representatives of the Congress of the 
United States to sign dis@rargé petition No. 19, so that this bill will come before 
the House in the present Congress and be acted upon according to its merits, and 
not according to the whims and prejudices of a minority of the Members of the 
House who happen to be in a strategic position to kill it by inaction. 


The Cuarnman. We will recess the hearings until next Monday at 10 
o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock, noon, the hearing was recessed until 
Monday, March 5, 1951, at 10 a. m.) 
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MONDAY, MARCH 5, 1951 


Unrrep STatTes SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON THE District or CoLUMBIA, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in the 
District of Columbia Room, United States Capitol Building, Senator 
Matthew M. Neely (chairman), presiding. 

Present: Senators Neely and Johnston. 

Also present : Gerhard P. Van Arkel, committee counsel, and Robert 
H. Mollohan, clerk. 

The CuarrMan. The committee will be in order. 

Is General Grant present? General Grant is the first witness on 
this list. 

Is Mr. Gordon M. Atherholt present ? 

Mr. Aruernovr. Present. 

The Cuairman. Please proceed in your own way, sir. 


STATEMENT OF GORDON M. ATHERHOLT, REPRESENTING THE 
NORTHWEST COUNCIL OF CITIZENS’ ASSOCIATIONS 


Mr. ArHeruour. My name is Gordon M. Atherholt. I speak for the 
Northwest Council of Citizens’ Associations. Said council is a council 
of all 10 citizens’ associations in the area west of Rock Creek and north 
of Georgetown. Several of them have memberships well in excess of 
a thousand and have meetings attended by more than a hundred people. 

The Cuarman. What is the total membership of the associations ? 

Mr. ArnerHoir. Chevy Chase, for instance, is supposed to have 
2,200. My own association, Palisades, has 1,200; Glover Park, I 
understand, has around ten or eleven hundred. The others I don’t 
have any definite figure on, but I doubt that any of the others are as 
high as a thousand, but I believe they all have very substantial 
membership. 

The Cuarman. Have they taken any action recently on this ques- 
tion of home rule? 

Mr. ArHeruoir. We have taken action on this very bill within the 
past year. We met 1 week ago tonight, and nobody wished to recon- 
sider the matter. 

I might say in the Northwest Council meeting, the 10 associations, 
there was only 1 association in the 10 that was in favor of the Kefauver 
home-rule bill. 
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The Cuarrman. How many were present at the meeting at which 
you took your action ¢ 

Mr. ArHernovt. I have not the figure in mind, but I can assure you 
it probably was not less than 18. We had 2 delegates from each of 
the 10 associations who come there with plenary powers and are up 
for reelection each year, and we have almost perfect attendance. 

The Cuamman. Do you know how many people were present at 
the meetings that selected these 18 delegates? I am asking you, not 
to embarrass you, but to ascertain to what extent you are speaking 
for all these thousands you are talking about. 

Mr. Aruernoir. Well, our own association, when we have an elec- 
tion, we turn out, I would say, around—— 

The Cuamman. I am speaking now about this specifically. How 
many people would you say participated in the election of these 18 
delegates ? 

Mr. AruerHott. Senator, Iam not being embarrassed by the ques- 
tion, but it is about as difficult to answer as it would be for a Member 
of the Congress to say how many votes there except that they are then 

registered and are an ascertainable number; but I personally have not 

been at the meetings of these 10 associations and wouldn't want to 
say that, but I will say that in our citizens’ associations ordinarily 
election night is an active night when we get a good turn-out. 

In my own association we can expect anywhere from 80 to 120 at 
our meetings. 

The CHarman. Would you say there were as many as 10 percent 
of all the membership you have indicated present when these 18 dele- 
gates were elected / 

Mr. ArHerHo tr. I suspect so, yes. I think that statement would 
not be very wide of the mark. If it is wide of the mark, it is very 
little so. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you. 

Mr. Arnernour. Mr. Senator, I am not here to talk against home 
rule. I am here to talk against the Kefauver bill. We do not regard 
this bill as a home rule bill in any sense whatever. We have analyzed 
it with great care. 

We find, for instance, while the bill is put forward under this 
glorious name of “home rule”, which will certainly get lots of adher- 
ence as such a shibboleth always will, but we examine the bill and we 
find that all legislation involves the voice or possible voice of, first, 
the City Council, which includes two or more Presidential appointees ; 
the House Committee of the District of Columbia which has 25 mem- 
bers; the Senate Committee on the District of Columbia, which this 
last year had 13 members; the Senate and each of the 98 members 
thereof; the House with each of the 435 members thereof; and the 
President of the United States; and in some legislation the following: 
The Bureau of the Budget; the National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission, which is weighted 2 2 to 1 against the District; the House 
Appropri iations Committee, with 45 members; the Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee of 21 members. 

Sir, we do not consider that home rule. 

The Carman, You think the people of the District of Columbia 
should be free from any government by the United States? 
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Mr. Arnernotr. We believe it just as reasonable that the citizens 
of Denver, Philadelphia, Baltimore, New York, New Orleans, and 
other cities should be, yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. You think that, though this is the only city in the 
United States which the Federal Government directly helps to finance / 
Mr. AruerHoLt. | don’t agree with that statement by any means, sir. 
No; the Federal Government gives greater grants to a number of 

States than it gives to the District of Columbia. 

The CuatrMan. I didn’t say States. I said the only city in the 
United States. 

Can you tell me any other city in the United States to which the 
United States Treasury makes any such contribution as it makes to 
the administration of the affairs of the District of Columbia / 

Mr. ArHeRHOLT. I say first that the State government that you 
speak of is a mere conduit through which the money passes to some 
of the cities involved, and more ‘particularly, that there is no — 
State in which the Federal Government occupies anywhere near so 
large a part of the city as it does in the District of Columbia. 

In the District of Columbia the Federal Government gets from the 
District a large area of ground, on which it pays no real estate taxes; 
it gets highways; it gets sewers; it gets police; it gets lighting; it gets 
fire protection ; it gets a hundred services from the city. And for that 
we feel that we get a rather paltry contribution. 

The CHatrMAN. Do you know how much the Government contrib- 
uted last year? 

Mr. ArTHERHOLT. $12,000,000, less 10 percent—$10,800,000. 

The CuatrmMan. How much do you think it should contribute? 

Mr. ATHERHOLT. In the order of 20 percent, at least. ‘That is a very, 
very modest figure. 

The CuatrMan. That is one opinion you express in which I concur 
wholeheartedly. I am not sure 20 percent is enough. 

Mr. Aruernotr. I concur with your opinion in that. I was trying 
to be modest in that because fr: ankly I think 20 percent is the barest 
possible minimum, and it is shaving against the District rather in 
favor to talk of 20 percent. 

While we are on that point of Federal contribution, this Kefauver 
bill doesn’t even suggest we are going to get 20 percent. It says for 
each dollar we raise we will give 20 cents. That is 20 cents out of 
$1.20, or 1624 percent ; and we all know that that 20 cents on a dollar— 

The CHatrmMan. That would be more than you are getting now. 

Mr. Aruernoir. Quite so. Sir, we will go ahead and get imme- 
diately to the heart of this matter. 

The heart of the matter—a rather bad heart, we feel—is the City 
Council, the constitution of the City Council, and also the manner in 
which legislation is to be effected. 

The C ity C ouncil is supposed to have 11 members, 9 of them elected 
by the electors of the District, and two appointed by the President 
of the United States. 

This at first would sound as though the two appointees of the Presi- 
dent would be a very small minority against the other nine, so long 
. we consider it simply by standards of arithmetic. But, in fact, 

I don’t believe any of us can honestly expect that to be the case. 
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The Cuarrman. Why not? Why would those two have any more 
power than any of the two that were elected by the people / 

Mr. AruerHour. What are these two appointees going to be? Pos- 
cans they will be representatives of the White House. If not, it is 

‘easonable to expect that one will be the liaison man between the 
C Sommecil and the Senate Committee on the District of Columbia; on 
the other, a liaison man between the Council and the House Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

Their say, their influence, in the meetings of the Council would be 
all out of proportion to their number, in view of other provisions of 
the bill. 

The Cuairman. Let’s stop for a moment with the Senate Committee 
for the District of Columbia. Do you think this committee would 
have any particular tnfluence over a member of the Council ? 

Mr. ArHernoit. Why, looking at past experience and the relations 
between the Federal Government and its constitutional duty as the 
sole legislative authority for the District of Columbia, I think it 
would be neglecting its responsibilities if it failed to, and I can’t 
believe that it wouldn't have; no, sir. I am sure that it would have. 

The Cuatrman. Do you think that the committee would have more 
influence on those members of the Council than it has on the Com- 
missioners at the present time? 

Mr. ArnernHorr. Yes; I do. 

The Cuatrman. If you didn’t, you wouldn’t think the committee 
would have any at all, would you? 

Mr. ATuernHour. Senator, 1 have been rather active, very active, in 
civic work in the District of Columbia for the last 10 years; and I 
think the Senate Committee on the District of Columbia and the House 
Committee on the District of Columbia have very great effect on the 
Commissioners of the District. I am sure those ‘gentlemen would do 
many things many times if it weren’t that they knew that the com- 
mittees would be behind them for this and that. I think there are 
many times when their personal leanings would be in a direction other 
than the direction in which they move. 

The CHairman. I haven't seen any indication of that since I have 
been chairman of this committee, nor did I see it when I was a member 
of the committee many years ago. 

Mr. Aruernour. Of course, the Senate has 98 members and the 
daily Record shows they are not always of the same mind, but let’s 
look at these two as they operate in the City Council. They sit there, 
and a measure comes up and they have thoughts as to how it should be 
decided, and they want their views to prevail. They have those views 
and believe that they are correct. views. 

The Cuarrman. Do you think those two members would override 
the other nine? 

Mr. Aruernott. I think those two members will urge, one will turn 
to his friend here and say, “Joe, I think perhaps you folks have a 
majority of voting, if it comes to it, but there is no use of your 
voting that when the Congress is going to turn it down, and I will 
assure you they can *_and, Senator, I do not believe but that those 
Presidential appointees would use those tactics in many cases. It 
just wouldn’t be human to expect them to do otherwise. 
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If it isn’t as a representative of the Senate District Committee and 
of the House District Committee, it is as a representative of the White 
House, and then they can even use more influence and even with weaker 
words. 

After all, it wouldn’t be hard to make nine men believe there is no 
use in their doing that when the Senate and the House and the Presi- 
dent all have a chance to reverse your action and they intend to do so, 

The Cuairman. I don’t believe you can elect nine men or five men 
to the council in a free election who would be that pusillanimous. I 
have more respect for those nine men than to think that two members 
could dominate them. 

Mr. ATHERHOLT. It isn’t a matter of being pusillanimous or doing 
any injustice to the District of Columbia. 

The Cuarrman. It would be betraying a trust. 

Mr. Arneruour. I don’t think he is betr: aying his trust when he 
works to the utmost to get the solution he believes is right. I don’t 
think anybody is betraying his trust, and I don’t think the other fellow 
would be pusillanimous in knowing we had better play ball now— 
speaking of the other nine. 

We also look at this compensation for the members of the District 
Council. They are to receive $5,000 a year. What can we hope to 
get for $5,000 a year? Certainly not highly qualified people, unless 
we are to be limited to insurance solicitors and other people that are 
soliciting this and that and who can attend council meetings at any 
time whatsoever and do their work in the remaining time. 

We also note section 1408 (b) on page 102 of the bill which seems 
to suggest that the Council is to be an out-of-hours job. It says that 
the right to another office or position or to compensation from another 
source otherwise secured to such a person under the laws of the United 
States shall not abridge by the fact of his service or receipt of com- 
pensation as a member of the District Council or either Board if 
such service does not interfere with the discharge of his duties in such 
other position or office. 

That shows that the proponents of this bill contemplate that people 
shall be able to fill another job full-time besides serving on the District 
Council. That, sir, doesn’t augur well for the good government of 
the District of Columbia. 

The Cuarrman. What amendment would you suggest to that pro- 
vision of the bill? 

Mr. ArnerHoitr. My amendment would be to make it a full-time 
job and at a salary that could attract people of the caliber—— 

The Cuairman. What salary would you suggest / 

Mr. Arnernorr. Ten or thirteen thousand, without a doubt, and I 
would say that fifteen wouldn’t be a penny too much. 

I know the other side of that: Well. this attracts people of inferior 
caliber to high-paid jobs. When you have elective offices, you have 
that to face. I don’t overlook that, but I just can’t see that we are 
going to get good administration of the District government that way. 

Then we come to the matter of ordinances. The District Council 
may pass ordinances to carry out those fitnctions of a legislative 
character transferred to it by section 321. This is reading from 
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section 324. That, of course, is exactly the power of the Commis- 
sioners today. 

Then we get down to 324 (b), and we find an ordinance other than 
a zoning or dinance shall take effect as law upon passage by the District 
Council. 

While we are speaking of that, I would like to recommend that if 
this bill pass, it be amended to make the advertising of an ordinance 
mandatory before it goes into effect. I might say that getting track 
of ordinances today in the District government is not one of the easiest 
things one can do, 

Then getting further into the heart of the bill—and I think this 
is genuinely the heart of the matter—title IV, being action by the 
Congress and the President on legislative proposals, section 401 pro- 
vides that the District Council shall deposit each legislative proposal 
passed by the Congress and each such proposal shall be referred to 
the respective C ommittees of the District of Columbia of the Senate 
and the House, and then it provides for lying there for 5 days, dis- 
approval by the President after that perhaps, and what does it 
provide? 

It provides that if between the date of such deposit and the expira- 
tion of such 45-day period there had not been passed by the two Houses 
a concurrent resolution stating in substance that the Congress does 
not. favor such legislative proposal, then it shall be presented to the 
President and if the President do not act against it within 10 days, 
it becomes law. 

I cannot conceive how any lawyer could have written that. 

The Cuarrman. What is your profession or vocation ? 

Mr. Aruernour. I am a lawyer. I have been practicing law for 

great many years. 

The Constitution of the United States, article I, section 7, provides 
for the manner in which legislation shall be passed. 

Then it says that after the two Houses of Congress have passed it, 
it shall go to the President and the President can approve it, or failing 
to disapprove it within 10 days, it becomes law. 

On its way through the Congress it has to get the affirmative ap- 
proval of both Houses. This section 402 doesn’t require that at all, 
but it requires that it get the affirmative disapproval of both Houses. 

Now, Senator, I am not unmindful of the fact that when we adopted 
the present Rules of Federal Procedure in 1939, they laid before the 
Congress throughout a session, and if they hadn’t been opposed dur- 
ing that time, that they became effective, and they did become effec- 
tive, but there we were dealing with an entirely different thing. The 
courts had rights of their own motion, their own inherent right, to 
set up the rules of practice, and that was not legislation in the sense 
these things are legislation. 

Here we have a case where one House disapproving this legislative 
proposal passed by the legislative council could not keep it from 
becoming a law. 

Sir, I do not believe that it would take very long before one of the 
Houses, having disapproved a bill and the bill not being disapproved 
by the other ‘House, would promptly see that this legislation was 
changed. 
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But whether or not they did, it isn’t constitutional, and I can’t 
imagine any possible argument—and I have tried to get an argu- 
ment on it from many proponents of this bill, and I have yet to get 
any good substantial argument to sustain its constitutionality. 

I would like to point out further that in the computation of the 

45-day period there shall be excluded the days on which the House is 
not in session because of an adjournment of more than 3 days to a day 
certain. That, of course, could tie legislation up for many months. 
That is not any worse than it is now, but it isn’t any better. If this 
is home rule, I don’t know any great reason why we shouldn't have the 
right of home rule. 

Then we have section 403, emergency authority. The seat of gov- 
ernment of the United States has been in the District of Columbia for 
almost 150 years, and there has never previously been any occasion for 
a right of such emergency legislaiton, and this particular provision 
goes overboard far more than the previously discussed section of the 
bill. This says that it doesn’t even have to go to the President of 
the United States or have been before the House or Senate while they 
are sitting, but upon joint certification to the District Manager by the 
President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representa- 
tives such proposal shall take effect as law. 

I have the highest respect for the President of the Senate and I 
have the highest respect for the Speaker of the House, but I say, with 
no qualification, that they have no constitutional right to make some- 
thing law by their signature, and I say furthermore that the whole 
thing i is fouled up more when they get to the following section, 403 
(b), on page 21, which says: 

Notwithstanding the taking effect of a legislative proposal pursuant to the 
provisions of this section, such legislative proposal shall cease to be in effect 
upon disapproval in accordance with the provisions of this title applicable with 
respect to legislative proposals deposited with the Congress with respect to which 
no emergency exists. 

That means that the Council passes the bill before them, the legisla- 
tive proposal, it becomes when they have passed it—that comes up then 
to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House, and by 
their signatures, their certification, it becomes law—*shall take effect 
as law.” 

Then we find in the next line that this is law that can be used against 
you today but we can change it tomorrow. Such legislative proposal 
shall cease to be in effect upon disapproval in accordance with the 
provisions of this title applicable to other legislative proposals. 

What is to be our law? We are certainly entitied to settled Jaw. 
My dear sir, as to both of these provisions—and let’s take them in 
connection with section 404, which states the fundamental constitu- 
tional right of Congress to the sole legislative jurisdiction over the 
District of Columbia—what is going to ‘happen to our law here / 

Bills are passed dealing with wills, dealing with real property, deal- 
ing with the manner of attesting a will, and other formal instruments. 
We can think of many other laws, and here they are to be one thing 
today and another thing next week or tomorrow and then back again. 

The CuarrmMan, Those who are here will take notice that hereafter 
all persons who testify will be limited to 10 minutes. This witness 
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has been proceeding for 20 minutes. I will give you 5 minutes more. 
After that if you want to make a prolonged statement, something 
you can’t say in 10 minutes, reduce it to writing. 

I want to give everybody a fair chance, and we will put in the record 
any pertinent, relevant, proper testimony that any citizen of the 
Distr ict wants to offer, but we can’t continue all summer to take this 
testimony. 

You will be given 10 minutes to state your case before the committee. 

Mr. ArHERHOLT. I want to cooperate with the committee in every 
way in this respect but I want to protest most emphatically against 
such a rule. The proponents of this bill have been given every oppor- 
tunity to come in here with flag waving, taking no cognizance what- 
ever of the multiple provisions in a 119-page bill. We can’t consider 
or discuss a 119-page bill in 10 minutes, and I believe the opponents 
have a right to as much consideration as the proponents, and as a repre- 
sentative of the Northwest Council of Citizens’ Associations and citi- 
zens of northwest Washington, I believe I am entitled to every bit as 
‘much consideration as was the’ representative of the Board of Trade 
when he took an hour and a half in here last Thursday. 

The Cuarrman. Who took an hour and a half? 

Mr. Arnernour. The board of trade. 

The CuHamrmMan. They were opposed to it. 

Mr. Ar HERHOLT, And I, too. 

The CuarrmMan. No three persons who have testified in favor of the 
bill consumed as much time as the one witness who opposed it took 
last Thursday. 

Mr. ArHeRHo tT. I believe that. 

The Cuatrman. I don’t intend to give the opponents or proponents 
any advantage. I am going to apply the same rule to both. 

Mr. ArHerHour. It isn’t an advantage, it is an even break. 

The CuarrMan. I indulged the board of trade much longer than I 
have indulged anyone else, because I understood that there would be 
only a few “who wished to speak in opposition. It now appears that 
there are almost 20 who still want to be heard. Judging from what 
the very able attorney said in behalf of the board of “trade the other 
day, if the rest speak at the same length, we wouldn’t be through with 
these hearings a month from now. I don’t propose to continue this 
hearing that long. 

I again emphas size the fact that if you have any relevant statement 
to make it will be printed in the record. 

Mr. Aruernour. I am against the Kefauver bill. I am not against 
home rule. 

The CHarrMan. You are a lawyer, and evidently an able lawyer, 
will you have enought interest in this matter to prepare a home rule 
bill and bring it up yhere? Whether I concur in it or not, at your re- 
quest I will introduce your bill and give the Congress an opportunity 
to pass on it. 

Mr. ArHerHoLr. How much time are we to be allowed to do it? 
Will we have to give up all our business for a month or two? I know 
that this took a great deal of time to prepare, sir. 

The Cuatrman. How much would you want? 
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Mr. Aruernorr. Well, if you come down to it, the whole matter 
of the home rile bill could be stated here in one moment. If the Con- 
gress of the United States wants to give the people of the District of 
Columbia home rule, they can do it this week. All they have to do is 
to pass a bill ceding back to Maryland all that part of the present 
District of Columbia outside of, say, a strip between K Street North 
and K Street South, and we would be back under State government 
and we would have home rule. That is all it would take. 

The CuHarrMan. Do you think there is anybody on earth who could 
prepare a bill providing home rule for the District of Columbia that 
would satisfy you and every other person in the District / 

Mr. AruerHoLt. Well, I don’t even call this a home rule bill. I 
consider this—— 

The CuatrMan. That wasn’t my question. My question is whether 
you think there is anybody who could prepare a bill in a week or a 
month or a year 

Mr. Arnernuorr. Either for or against. 

The CuairmMan. Proposing home rule for the District of Columbia 
that would satisfy every person in the District ¢ 

Mr. ATHERHOLT. Satisfying every person’s whims, no; but satisfy- 
ing fundamental, legal concepts of constitutional law and ordinary 
good government, yes. 

The Cuamrman. That means it would satisfy the lawyers because 
they = the ones that know in detail about the Constitution. 

Mr. Aruernor. They are the only ones that examine into a bill 
and analyze it and, by golly, when all these people were coming - 
here the other week t: king for it, they were merely waving a flag 
they hadn't read it. They admit they haven't. 

The Cuamman. I am a lawyer and a member of the usual bar 
associations. Yet I wouldn’t want the lawyers alone to decide what 
kind of home rule should be given to the people of the District of 
Columbia. I sometimes feel we could do without a good many of 
the lawyers who resort to technicalities. They try to block all legis- 
lation with technical objections to the constitutionality of the measure. 

I fell as Samuel Johnson felt when he said that “The road to hell 
is paved with good intentions.” The road to the enactment of any 
legislation in the Congress, I find, is paved with constitutional 
obj ections. 

Mr. Aruernour. Sir, if that is an implication that I am bringing 
in here a lot of technicalities, I think we are getting a lot less respect 
than we are entitled to from the Senate. 

The CuarrMan. I understand you think the bill is unconstitutional. 

Mr. Aruernour. I do; the manner the provisions work, even the 
constitutional provisions. 

The CuHatrMan. Have you read the legal opinions on the constitu- 
tionality of a bill almost identical with the bill before us: opinions 
anette Charles-A. Beard, by John W. Davis, by Walter F. Dodd, 

Arthur T. Vanderbilt, by Graham Clayton, Jr., Lloyd L. Cutler, 
ee Spencer, Lloyd Symington, and various others?’ These opin- 
ions are contained in the record of the hearings on Home Rule and 
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Reorganization for the District of Columbia, joint hearings on Senate 
bill 1968 and H. R. 4902 of 1948. 

Mr. Aruernour. I think that is the publication that was called to 
my attention a year ago, and I did read them. 

The Cuarrman. I suppose you disagree with those gentlemen who 
say this bill is constitutional 

Mr. AruerHo.t. They never said it about this bill, and I want to 
see the corresponding provisions.of this bill they were talking about 
before I would know what they were talking about the constitution- 
ality of; and while we are hearing a great amount about the con- 
stitutional opinion of Mr. John W. Davis, isn’t it a fact that that 
opinion was a sort of curbstone remark on a half-page letter? That 
is my recollection, sir; and then we have Mr. Beard and some other 
historians in there. But are they talking about this bill or are they 
considering it as District residents ? Who are they? They are not 
District residents. They are not confronted with the problems that 
I, as an active civic worker, have met in the District of Columbia 
for the last 10 years. 

The CHarrmMan. You wouldn't argue that an attorney’s ability to 
determine the constitutionality of the bill depends upon whether he 
resides in the District? All these would then have to be ruled out, and 
Mr. Colladay’s opinion alone would prevail. 

Mr. Arnernout. I say very emphatically if they were talking about 
one bill and I am talking about another bill, their opinions have no 
prima facie value in the matter, as I am sure the Senator fully realizes. 

If I were shown that there was the same provision in the bill they 
were talking about—I don’t know what bill it was. 

The Cuarman. That was the Auchincloss bill. 

Mr. ArHernour. Quite a different bill, as I recall. 

The Cuairman. Would you be in favor of that bill? 

Mr. Aruerno rt. I haven’t read that bill in about 2 or 3 years. 

The CHarrman. Were you for it at that time? 

Mr. ArneruHour. Really at the time I did not analyze it with the 
same care with which I analyzed the Kefauver bill, and I feel—and 
perhaps should apologize for it—but I nonetheless feel I would be 
unable to give any useful discussion of it. In fact, I couldn’t give 
any useful discussion of it; I didn’t read it with care. I glanced 
through portions of it in haste; that is all. 

Before we clean up, let’s come to part 2 of page 22, title [V—Rules 
of the Senate and House and House Rule-Making Power of the Senate 
and House. It tells how these bills are to be considered and are privi- 
leged to be brought up under certain conditions. Let’s look at two 
things. 

The District Council passes a legislative proposal, and it comes up 
and lies before the Congress, is reported out by the Senate District 
Committee and the House District Committee, and somebody wants 
to do some filibustering. What is a more wonderful opportunity than 
to bring up legislative proposals like this, under their preference, pre- 
ferred status, and call them up merely as a deterrent, whether it 
helps the District of Columbia or not? 

So we get tangled in that. On the other hand, these bills come down 
here at a time when the Congress has much other pressing legislation 
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before it, things of really great national importance, and you are all 
giving all your time to them as you properly should be. 

Are you then going to stop the consideration of those matters and 
take up this moderately interesting matter from the District of Colum- 
bia or is somebody going to say, “Well, now, forget that, we are too 
busy, we can’t take time for that”? 

Under section 404 has been stated the fundamental constitutional 
authority to change anything at any time. 

The Cuamrman. Mr. Attorney, with the greatest courtesy, I want 
to admonish you to confine yourself to stating your objections. 

Mr. Arueruoit. They are objections. It is not the words of the 
bill. It is the way these provisions operate that we should look at. 
We are looking at the government of the District of Columbia. 

Then another thing which certainly isn’t home rule, is the fact that 
the District Manager may be an outsider, the District heads can be 
outsiders, the National Capital Park and Planning Commission is 
put into our recreation, is put into two or three other activities apart 
from zoning, and that body is a Federal body, loaded 2 to 1 against 
the District of Columbia. The District budget is enact&d by the Dis- 
trict, and that isa good thing. Borrowing, we think, is undesirable. 

Financial affairs of the District, title VIII, on page 38, we find 
there that the receipt and custody of funds is in the same hands as 
the accounting, which is contrary to all good business practice, even 
though we have annual audits by the GAO. 

For instance, at present in our own District government the Col- 
lector of Taxes has receipt and custody of the city’s money and the 
District Auditor audits it. 

Then we come to crediting certain fees, section 832, page 49, saying 
that no portion of the fees and fines collected after June 30, 1953, by 
the District Court of the United States for the District of Columbia, 
the United States District Court of Appeals, et cetera, shall be cred- 
ited to the District. 

That is a substantial amount of money each year, and we don’t see 
any reason why that should be taken away from us. 

We come to the Department of Recreation, where the Park and 
Planning Commission is put in there to supersede one of the prior 
residents of the District of Columbia on it. That isn’t home rule. 

The Aleoholic Beverage Control Board, we know, unfortunately 
gets under the Department of Commerce. 

Then we have abolished the Zoning Commission, the Board of Zon- 
ing Adjustment, the Public Utilities Commission. We feel each one 
of those steps is a serious mistake operating against the interests of the 
District of Columbia. Taking that view, the operation of other 
clauses which put the members out of office, it would probably have a 
very unfortunate effect. 

The Board of Education is made elective. That we are against. We 
think when people are suggested for a position on the Board of Edu- 
cation, the court has a better opportunity to inform itself and to 
weigh the qualifications of those people for members of the Board 
than would be true by the electors at large before whom the genuine 
qualifications would never come. 
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We notice when we get to the discussion of qualified electors on 
page 81, that Washington must be merely a place of abode and need 
not be the person’s only place of abode or even his principal place of 
abode; and we think the provision for permitting him to vote here 
and also vote elsewhere is distinctly bad, especially when it comes to 
borrowing. 

If these people maintain their domiciles elsewhere and send their 
annual tax money to one of the 48 States and then deduct that from 
the amount that would otherwise be due to the District of Columbia 
under our law, we think they are not entitled to vote for the borrow- 
ing of money. 

‘One thing, while I am fingering through here, one thing I do want 
to speak about, which I think vou, too, will want to c hange, Senator, is 
the provision that if the expenditures of the District at the end of a 
fiscal year amount to less money than the District income, the differ- 
ence should be spent on construction of schools. 

thats is a very fine object, to spend the money on schools, but I think 
that we are faced every so often—I call your attention to the fact 
that we are faced every so often with a situation where for a period of 
years we are unable to spend the money we should in maintaining the 

capital investment of the city and making the ordinary c apital im- 
provements, such as, for instance, during the recent war. 

In a time like that we should be laying up funds to take care of the 
accumulated needs, at the close of the war, and not to provide for ex- 
pending that money otherwise and not to provide for the accumula- 
tion of that fund, I think, is a very serious mistake. We ask you 
kindly to give your deepest consideration, if you do pass this bill, 
to amending that. 

After all, at the end of the last war the Engineer Commissioner 
came mn and showed where we needed to spend $272,000,000 to bring 
our Capital projects up to an acceptable standard. We don’t want 
that to happen very often. 

On page 99 is the provision for the National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission, which, as I said already, is loaded 2 to 1 against 
the District of Columbia. 

On the next page, page 100, line 3, the function of preparing, de- 
veloping, and maintaining a comprehensive, consistent, and coordi 
nated plan for the National C apital and its environs shall be exer- 
cised by the Park and Planning Commission. No other officer or 
agency of the District may exercise any function in conflict with 
such function of the Commission. I think that language very seri- 
ously interferes with the ordinary operation of the Zoning Com- 
mission. 

The sum of $500,000 is to be spent by the District in holding this 
charter—what is it, not plebiscite—charter referendum, and that is 
certainly a large sum and we feel that it would be money wasted. 

Sir, in closing, I would like to say that we regard this as a very, 
very bad bill. We regard it as not giving the District of Columbia 
good government, and we sincerely believe that within 5 years we 


would | be changing back from this form of government to some other 
again. 
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Incidentally, let me just take a second to point out one more thing. 
The way this thing is set up the election of the Councilmen for the 
first Council is prescribed to be March 7, 1952. The results of that 
election and the certification of the Councilmen couldn’t happen in 
less than 4 or 5 days. It would bring us up to the 11th or 12th of 
March. Then the bill goes on to provide that the Councilmen shall 
take office and the Commissioners shall be abolished as of April 1. 

If we had a group of rookies coming into a baseball training camp, 
at least a shortstop would know what shortstop’s job is, and the catcher 
would know what a catcher’s job is. But we will have just that. We 
will have 11 men who never worked together before. They are com- 
ing together and have to be welded into a crew to even know one an- 
other and know the matters they have to deal with, to be able to work 
effectively, and if we had $15,000-caliber men, they couldn’t work 
together in 3 weeks and solve the problems that are necessary in that 
brief period. 

I think if the bill should go through, it should certainly provide 
for a longer period. In fact, it is my own feeling that the Council 
should be set up as of one date and their tenure should overlap with 
that of the Board of Commissioners, and they should be permitted to 
take the jurisdiction as they choose over a period of several months, 
to give them an opportunity to get into the problem and know what 
they are and to settle them satisfactorily among themselves. 

I thank you very much, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Atherholt, you said a while ago you are not 
opposed to home rule. 


Mr. ArHerHotrt. I am not opposed to home rule. 

The Cuarrman. Does that mean you are for it? 

Mr. ArHerHout. I am affirmatively for home rule if you will make 
it home rule, but I am not for home rule with strings tied. I am not 
for some form of government mainly by the Federal Government that 

] 


is given the name of home rule to sell people on the idea, and, sir, that 
is, as I have said, what we feel about this bill and what I feel about 
many others. 

The Cuatrman. Are you sufficiently interested in obtaining home 
rule for the people of the District of Columbia to prepare a home rule 
bill which you and your association favor, and bring it back within 
the next 10 days and let me, by request, introduce it, so as to give the 
Congress an opportunity to consider it ? 

Mr. Aruernoit. That sounds like a very generous offer, but this bill 
has taken years to prepare and you ask us to go out and prepare a 
bill in 10 days, and your Legislative Reference Service couldn’t pre- 
pare a bill in 10 days; and, frankly, I couldn’t either, not one that I 
would be proud enough to submit to you. 

The Cuarrman. What length of time would you think it would 
require you? 

Mr. ArnerHott. Not less than 3 months. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, you couldn’t possibly prepare it in 
time to give it any chance whatever of being acted upon favorably or 
unfavorably in the present session of Congress 
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Mr. ArHernour. This is March. That would be the beginning of 
June. 

The CuHarrman. Let me ask you another question. You have made a 
very vigorous statement here this morning. You have told whom you 
represent. Are you serving simply for the purpose of promoting the 
welfare of the District or are you being paid as an attorney for appear- 
ing here this morning ¢ 

Mr. ArHEeRHOLT. Sir, I am a hired attorney with a single client. 
The corporation had no interest whatsoever in this matter, the offi- 
cials of the corporation have no knowledge that I am active in matters 
of this sort. The matter has never been, nor has there ever been any 
occasion to discuss it in any way whatsoever with my clients, and I 

can’t possibly conceive of their having any interest in the matter. Iam 
coming here as a representative of citizens, and I have seen time and 
again citizens work in this District, people who come in not to repre- 
sent themselves but to represent somebody else, but I have not ever and 
1 hope that no one will ever accuse me of it, I have never done such 
a thing, and I have so many, many times put my own personal inter- 
ests behind the civic interest to do things for the group which I have 
served. I want to say to you that for 4 years—— 

The Cuarman. Let me make this plain. I don’t think there would 
be any impropriety in your receiving a fee, but just as in the case of a 
witness in court, here, too, a witness’ financial interest is always worthy 
of consideration. I simply asked you whether you are receiving any 
compensation for your testimony here this morning. 

Mr. ArHerHOLT. Not one penny, direct or indirect, in this or any 
matter that 1 have ever handled of a civic nature. 

The CHarrman. That is all. 

I call the attention of those who are interested in the matter to the 
fact that so far the longest statement made by the opponents of the 
bill consumes 57 pages of the typewritten record. The next longest 
one in opposition consumes 43 pages. Mr. Newell’s statement in op- 
position consumes 18, 

No witness has been heard in favor of home rule for more than 19 
minutes. Mr. Colladay’s testimony covered 57 pages of the record, 
and lasted for approximately an hour and 45 minutes. 

I am stating these facts in rebuttal to an observation that might 
be construed to mean that I am unfair to the opponents and discrim- 
inate in favor of the proponents. I haven’t discriminated. If I have 
discriminated at all, it has been the other way. I always lean back- 
ward and give more than an even chance to those who oppose a meas- 
ure in which I am interested. 

Mr. ArHernout. I would have considered it discrimination had you 
stopped me at that time, but as it is, I_do not consider it that. 

The Carman. I am glad of that. You have been heard for 53 
minutes. But from now on, when a witness’ 10 minutes are up, we will 
have to interrupt. We can’t continue this hearing for 5 or 6 weeks, 
as we would have to do if we continue to permit witnesses to testify 
without limiting their time. 

The next witness on the list is Mr. Marshall L. Shepherd. 
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STATEMENT OF MARSHALL L. SHEPHERD, REPRESENTING THE 
* RECORDER OF DEEDS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Suernerv. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
I am not a lawyer, thank God, and I won’t need the 10 minutes. 

As Recorder of Deeds for the District of Columbia, appointed by 
the President with the advice and consent of the Senate, I am opposed 
to this section of the bill that abolishes the Office of Recorder of 
Deeds. 

The Cuatrman. I think I share your view on that section. I have 
not been able to convince myself that that is a desirable provision. 

Mr. SuerHerp. We have made a survey, and it clearly shows that 
in every political subdivision the Recorder of Deeds is either elected 
by the people or is responsible to the people, and in no instance in 
our survey does it show that the Recorder of Deeds Office is made 
subordinate to any other department of the municipal government, 
as is done in this bill, S. 656. 

I state that the majority of the colored citizens’ associations share 
this view. They are colored citizens’ associations not because they 
bar white people. White people are permitted to enter these asso- 
ciations, and in many cases they have done it. It shows that the col- 
ored citizens seem to have more respect for the spirit and letter of 
the Constitution than a good many of the white associations. 

The Cuamman. Won't you also promise me you will extend that 
same Christian spirit and protect these 70 or about 70 percent of the 
white people, if this bill should become law, against the 30 percent of 
colored when it comes to voting at the polls ¢ 

I don’t like to emphasize that fact, but I have had more than a 
dozen persons tell me in private and not in confidence that they are 
opposed to this bill because of their fear that it would give the Negro 
domination over the District of Columbia. 

My answer to that is if 70 percent of the people, the white people, 
are so utterly destitute of interest in their own welfare and are suf- 
ficiently destitute of patriotism and energy to go to the polls and cast 
their votes, cast as many votes as the 30 percent of colored people 
east, that no matter what kind of government they might have there- 
shat , they would be getting more than they deserve as a reward for 
their laziness and indolence and lack of interest in their own welfare. 
{| Applause. ] 

I want to make it clear that I do not for the purpose of what I am 
saying concur in what might be a strained deduction to the effect that 
if the colored people had an opportunity to give us a poor govern- 
ment—I do not mean that. I mean no matter what kind of govern- 
ment—good, bad, or indifferent—it would be better than the 70 per- 
cent would deserve if they were so negligent in discharging their 
patriotic duties as American citizens that 30 percent would control 
the decision. 

You will kindly look after that a little, won't you, and see that 
these poor white people are not oppressed by the 30 percent of the 
colored people 
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Mr. Sneruerp. We will see to it that the white people are given 
every opportunity to join our associations and participate as they 
are doing it. 

The CuatrMan. I think there is as much danger of your oppress- 
ing them as there is of the two Councilmen, running away with the 
nine members elected by the people of the District of Columbia; but 
I want to protect the majority against the tyrannical minority, 
whether colored or white. 

Mr. Sueruerp. We are not afraid of any system of government that 
is democratically run. 

The Cuamrman. Neither am I. 

Mr. Suernerp. We suffer largely from the miscarriage of demo- 
cratic principles rather than their practice. That is all I have to 
say. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much. 

Next on the list is Mr. Robert Hershman, representing the Pali- 
sades Citizens’ Association. 


STATEMENT OF GORDON M. ATHERHOLT, REPRESENTING 
PALISADES CITIZENS’ ASSOCIATION 


Mr. ArHERHOLT. May I say a word? As a member of the Pali- 
sades Citizens’ Association, I would like it in the record that the as- 
sociation considered this bill at great length last year 

The Cuarrman. Are you speaking now for the Palisades Citizens’ 
Association ? 

Mr. ArHuerHo.t. Yes, sir; of which I was for 4 years president be- 
fore the 4 years I have been president of the Northwest Council. 

I would like to say that last year we had one night Dr. Galloway 
and Mr. Nee of the Board of Trade speaking, we understood, against, 
though I can’t see that he ever talked against, but rather talked for 
something else. 

The followi ing month we had a full discussion of the matter among 
our own members, with one presenting a very good position for the 
bill, and then I presented the position against the bill, and with 100 
people at our meeting room, the vote was 2 to 1 against the Kefauver 


bill. 
Thank you, sir. 


The Cuarrman. Next is Karl K. Gower, representing the Bright- 
wood Citizens’ Association. 


STATEMENT OF KARL K. GOWER, REPRESENTING THE 
BRIGHTWOOD CITIZENS’ ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Gower. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, I am Karl K. 
Gower. My position is asa representative of the Brightwood Citizens’ 
Association. I appear today without a prepared statement. 

There is litle I can add to what has adreidy been said in opposition 
to the Kefauver bill. However, the Brightwood people are in favor 
of home rule. There is a link, we feel, between the Federal Govern- 
ment and this form of government in the Kefauver bill. We certainly 
don’t like that. Neither do we like the principle of dual voting. 
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I wish to express my thanks and appreciation for your hearing here 
this morning, and I assure you it won't be more than one page in your 
record, 

The CHatrmMan,. We are glad to have heard you. You followed 
the old maxim in Harvey’s grammar in speaking to the point and 
stopping when you reached it. 

The next witness is Mr. J. H. Connaughton. 


STATEMENT OF J. H. CONNAUGHTON 


Mr. Connavucuton. My name is John H. Connaughton. I am a 
practicing attorney with offices in the District National Building at 
1406 G Street NW., and reside at 718 Decatur Street NW., in the Pet- 
worth area of Washington. I belong to the Petworth Citizens’ Asso- 
ciation which has a fluctu: ating membership of about 1,500, and I have 
represented this association in the Federation of Citizens’ Associations 
of the District of Columbia for 10 years. I have served on the execu- 
tive board of the federation for eight consecutive years, and am a mem- 
ber of the executive board now. Iam a past president of the Federa- 
tion of Citizens Associations, and have been active in civic work for 
more than 10 years. I am now president of the North Washington 
Council of Citizens Associations which is composed of 12 citizens’ 
associations in north Washington. 

There are four of these councils which are joined together for the 
consideration of area problems. 

In my activity in civic affairs, I have visited many citizens’ associa- 
tions, and have conversed with their leadership and members, and 
I agree with the distinguished chairman of this committee that about 
70 percent of the people of this city do not want the Kefauver bill. 
Their opinions vary from outright opposition to home rule, to a desire 
for real home rule, which many of them feel cannot be delegated to us 
under the Federal Constitution. They feel that to get anything of 
value to us, it would be necessary to amend the Federal Constitution. 

Most of our citizenship, in my opinion, are opposed to dual voting in 
the District. This is due to the peculiar nature of the population of 
the District of Columbia. Many of those who live here, are only 
sojourners. They are strangers here and looking for a “city to come,” 
when they will be retired from labors here, and return from whence 
they came. They have no abiding interest here, which is reflected in our 
tax problem. There are thousands of residents of the District who 
have lived here more than a quarter of a century and never paid a 
nickel of tax except the sales tax. They have no interest in keeping 
taxes in reason, but on the contrary favor improvements of every char- 
acter, whether we can afford them or not. We, residents who own 
property and pay taxes, are opposed to being ruled by absent treat- 
ment. This colt of the Kefauver bill alone should defeat it. 

Another thing: This area is already a cesspool of political intrigue, 
just as the founding fathers feared it would be, and this was the rea- 
son that they had for providing that the control of District affairs 
would be exclusively in Congress. It was an effort to prevent political 
pressure groups from controlling the District, and thus in a measure 
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embarrassing the whole governmental picture. The result of pres- 
sure groups activity is one of the ever-present experiences that Con- 
gress has to meet, and it would increase under the Kefauver bill. 

There is another phase of this question which deserves attention, 
and that is the additional cost involved in the Kefauver bill govern- 
ment. The initial expense of the Council as compared with the present 
Commissioners would be doubled. This elected Council is empowered 
to provide advisory boards and commissions as it may deem advisable 
and fix their compensation (sec. 327). It is given power to borrow 
money in large amounts, and submit bond issues to the voters com- 
posed of persons who live here but are not residents, and who pay no 
taxes here, and this nonresident population may vote indebtedness 
upon the real and personal property owners that could confiscate their 
property. It would not hurt them as their properties are located in 
the various States. 

Experience is the best teacher, and it would be enlightening if this 
committee would investigate what it was caused the abandonment of 
popular government in the District of Columbia in 1874. There was a 
reason, and we are informed that the reason stunk to high heaven. 
The fiseal affairs of the District of Columbia were in a ‘deplorable 
condition. That occurred at a time when the proportion of nonresi- 
dents to residents was much less. There seemed to be a tendency to 
look forward to the Federal Government liquidating the mistakes of 
the local government. This is the Federal city and it can be expected 
that Congress would be interested in its affairs, both fiscal and social. 

If the final responsibility is on Congress as to the condition of the 
Federal city, then it should not relinquish control to others not re- 
sponsible to anyone; that is, nonresidents. 

It is far more important that the people of this District have the 
right to vote for President and Vice President; and that they have a 
Delegate in the House to officially represent the District in legislation 
in which they are interested. I think that local self-government could 
be much extended, but it should be substantial self- government of 
resident voters, and under a proper amendment to the Federal Con- 
stitution. This question should not be handled haphazard as it has 
been done in the past, but a thorough careful study should be made of 
this question with the view of delegating to the city of Washington 
municipal powers enjoyed by other American cities and not a sem- 
blance of congressional guardianship. This could be done in such a 
manner as to protect taxpayers and sojourners alike, but not until 
there is a constitutional amendment. 

The trouble with what the Kefauver bill tries to do, is that it seeks 
within the structure of the constitutional provisions now existing to 
delegate powers which the Constitution places in Congress exc lusively. 

There is another matter to consider in connection with this subject. 
The present city government under which we are operating is doing a 
good job. Of course, there are complaints, but that is true of every 
city government in the United States. Our Commissioners have been 
and are representative men of ability. Regardless of the difference of 
opinion as to what it takes to make a good Commissioner, it is gen- 
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erally admitted that we have been and are now being served by men 
who are a credit to the city. 
As I said before the reasons which caused the change from the lib- 


eral government in 1874 are a present possibility now, and with the 


presence of pressure groups, cliques, et cetera, the change for political 
corruption in elections and administration are very apparent. The 
larger the city the greater the tendency to corruption, and that is 
more dangerous when you find an ever-changing nonresident popula- 
tion such as we have here. This jurisdiction i is so small that the pos- 
sibility of injury is much greater, This District is 70 square miles in 
extent, and its problems slop over the borders into Maryland and Vir- 
ginia. This makes more necessary that Congress manage its affairs, as 
many of its problems are interstate in character. We need a metro- 
politan area authority, and such would have to be established by Con- 
gress in conjunction with Maryland and Virginia. 

If we are looking for a real solution, why not cede back to Maryland 
all but the Federal Triangle plus the area which includes other Fed- 
eral holdings, and then the legal voter would have a voice in State 
affairs in Maryland, and W ashington would be a self-governing Mary- 
land city, and that State would ‘have two or three more Members in 
the House of Representatives, and Washington voters qualified under 
Maryland could have a voice in all local, State, and national affairs. 
We submit this as a solution possible within the present structure of 
the Federal Constitution. 

I think the citizens of the Petworth area of the District of Columbia 
are opposed to the Kefauver bill. 

The CHatrmMan. Have they authorized you to say that in their 
behalf ? 

Mr. Connavcuron. They have not authorized me to say that. 

The Cuatrman. Then you are not speaking for them ? 

Mr. Connavcuton. I am giving you my opinion because it is based 
upon the plebiscite held a few years ago in which that area voted 

against home rule. 

The Cuatrman. Was there any plebiscite on this bill? 

Mr. ConnavenTon. No, sir. 

The CuatrMan. I don’t think the other is relevant. 

Mr. Connavenron. I think the other states whether or not they 
are in favor of that principle and it is relevant because of that fact. 

The Cuarrman. Do you think that they, like you, are opposed to 
home rule or just to this bill? 

Mr. Connavucuron. They are opposed to this bill, and I think a 
considerable amount of them are opposed to home rule. I don’t think 
it isa majority, but they are opposed to this bill for a number of dif- 
ferent reasons. 

The Cuairman. Are you opposed to home rule or are you in favor 
of it. 

Mr. Connavcuron. I am opposed to home rule. 

The CuatrMan. I thought so. 

Mr. Connaveuton. I am opposed to it. I think it is bad for the 
District. 

The Cuatrman. Do you think the people here haven’t sense enough 
to govern themselves or that they don’t deserve it / 
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Mr. Connavauron. It is because of the peculiar situation. 

I am like the founding fathers who believed that the District of Co- 
lumbia would become a cesspool of political activity in case the vote 
were given to the citizens of the District of Columbia; and if you look 
back into history, you will find in 1874 they made a mess of home rule. 
and tlien had to be taken into a receivership. 

The Cuarrman. I don’t think it was any worse then than it is at 
the present time in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Connavueuton. You will admit it wasn’t good. 

The CHarrman. I admit neither one of them was what it ought to be. 

Mr. Connavucuron. No, and still there was a greater measure of 
home rule under that bill than there is under this one. For that 
reason I think it is a bad proposition for home rule in the District 
of Columbia. I think one evidence of it is that a lot of us keep our 
voting residence back in the States. I vote in one of the States my- 
self, and I expect to continue that voting residence, and T don’t know 
why I should vote in the District of Columbia and vote in Kansas 
at the same time. 

I think that applies to a lot of other people. Although I own 
property in the District and am interested in the taxes and the ex- 
penditures of District money, there are hundreds and thousands of 
people in the District of ¢ ‘olumbia that have been here more than a 
quarter of a century and never paid a nickel of tax and never will 
so long as they live here and then return from whence they came. I 
think it is a bad proposition to have home rule in that kind of a situa- 
tion. 

The Cuatrman. That isn’t the only thing you object to. You have 
made the bald statement you are opposed to home rule. It wouldn’t 
make any difference about that. 

Mr. Connaventon. So far as I am individually concerned, that is 
right. But I think it makes a lot of difference to a lot of other people. 

The CuarrMan. No matter what was in the bill, you would be op- 
posed to home-rule bills. 

Mr. Connavcuton. Yes; I think most of our problems slop over 
into Virginia and Maryland and Congress necessarily has to pass 
upon those things rather than a government in the District of Co- 
lumbia or the government of Maryland or Virginia solely. For in- 
stance, our transportation problem, our electricity problem, our pub- 
lic utility problems, problems of all character, they slop over into the 
surrounding States and surrounding areas. I think the thing we 
do need is an authority that would have jurisdiction over all this 
metropolitan area that could solve our problems jointly rather than 
severally. 

I thank you, sir. 

The Carman. The next witness is Mr. Walter F. Wasson. Is 
Mr. Wasson present 

If not, is Col. Milo H. Brinkley present ? 

Mr. J. Millard Hall? Is Mr. Hall present? 

Is Mr. Henry Fowler present? 

Is Mr. Charles G. Lueck present ? 

Is Mr. George L. Gregg present ? 
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Is Mr. Louis St. George present ? 

Is Mr. Fred Midgley present ? 

Is Mr. J. Wesley Shaffer present ? 

any of you are here, please speak up, gentlemen. 
; Mr. A. Julien Brylaski present? 

Is Mr. Jerome Lynch present, representing the Brentwood Terrace 
Citizens’ Association ? 

Is Mr. John B. Dickman, Jr., present, representing the North Cleve- 
land Park Citizens’ Association ? 

Mr. Frank Thompson; is he present? 

Please notify each of these persons by telephone or otherwise that 
a statement of reasonable length will be inserted in the record if they 
will provide it promptly. 

Is Mrs. Branson G. McIlwee present? 


STATEMENT OF MRS. BRANSON GILBERT McILWEE 


Mrs. McIuwer. I am opposed to the home-rule bill. 

The CruatrMan. First give your name and whom you represent, 
if anybody besides yourself. 

Mrs. McIuwee. Mrs. Branson Gilbert McIlwee. My address is 
521 Oneida Place NW., Washington. 

The CHatmrman. Are you speaking just for yourself or for some 
organization ¢ 

Mrs. McItwer. I am coming as a mother and interested citizen. 
I am a member of the Manor Park Citizens’ Association and many 
organizations in Washington. 

The Cuamrman. You are speaking only for yourself? 

Mrs. McIuwee. That is right, but I said the citizens’ association 
because the federation at Manor Park is a member of the federation 
and not all of us who are members of the Manor Park or any other 
association are interested in this home-rule bill. 

I oppose the home-rule bill, S. 656. The present form of govern- 
ment is best for the Nation’s Capital. The 10-mile square of the 
Capital should be controlled by the Federal Government. Beyond 
that let Virginia and Maryland take over. That will give many 
people a vote. It was never intended that our Nation’s Capital 
should be a place for saloons, gamblers, crime, slums, and people on 
relief as it is today. A few Government-owned farms with living 
quarters for these people that are here on relief would give them 
employment and a chance to be self-supporting. 

Rezone Washington and build Government buildings and living 
quarters for people employed in the Government within the 10 miles, 
or perhaps you might shorten it to 5 or 7 miles if that is all we 
need, 

This New Deal, Fair Deal riffraff shouid not be allowed to change 
the present form of government of our Nation’s Capital. Delay any 
change until we get a Republic an in the White House. 

I might say I am opposed also to the Auchincloss bill. I opposed 
it at that time also. 

The Cuarrman. You are not against the Ten Commandments or the 
Sermon on the Mount, are you? 





HOME RULE FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mrs. McItwer. I have made my statement. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any of those whom we called before who 
have come in since their names were passed ? 

If not, we will now proceed with the proponents. Mr. Kenneth 
Armstrong, is he present 

Is Mr. Alexander B. Hawes present ? 


STATEMENT OF ALEXANDER B. HAWES, CHAIRMAN, SUFFRAGE 
COMMITTEE, FEDERATION OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS 


Mr. Hawes. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Alexander B. Hawes. I have a prepared statement which was 
intended to take up Mr. Colladay’s criticisms in detail and criticisms 
of the Commissioners of the District of Columbia. 

I am appearing as chairman of the suffrage committee of the Fed- 
eration of Citizens Associations. Mr. Leeman, the president of the 
federation, has asked me to present to you comments on the specific 
criticisms of the bill made in the letter of the Commissioners which 
was submitted to you by the corporation counsel, Mr. Vernon West, 
and in the statement made on behalf of the Washington Board of 
Trade by its general counsel, Mr. Colladay. 

First, let- me say that I have lived in Washington for more than 
17 years. I own my own home here. I pay District real estate, per- 
sonal property and income taxes, among others. I am domiciled here. 
I do not vote anywhere else and, of course, cannot vote here. I men- 
tion these facts only to show that I am one of the body of so-called 
permanent residents over whose fate under this proposed legislation 
so many crocodile tears have been shed. 

I have read this bill not once but several times, and I have care- 
fully examined the criticisms which have been leveled at it by the 
Commissioners and the board of trade. 

I do not think that any one of these objections is new. As you 
know, this bill is based upon previous bills which have been the sub- 
ject of intense study and consideration by preceding committees of 
both Houses of Congress and their staffs. The answers to the criti- 
cisms can be found in almost every instance by reference to the records 
of hearings of the various committees. However, I think it may be 
useful to ‘provide in one statement the more obvious answers which 
can be given on behalf of the numerous District residents who support 
this legislation. 

It seems to me that three of the objections raised by the Commis- 
sioners or the Board of Trade go to fundamentals: 

First, as to the « -onstitutionality of the so-called legislative proposal 
procedure of the bill: 

Second, as to the right of persons resident but not domiciled in the 
District to participate in elections; and 

Third, as to the undesirability of home rule in general because it 
would lead to the loss of the Federal contribution. 

Constitutionality of legislative proposal procedure : 

One of the primary purposes of the proposed legislation is to relieve 
Congress, to the greatest extent possible, of the burden of legislatin 
for the District of Columbia. No home-rule legislation w hich merely 
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transferred to a locally elected Council the present ordinance-making 
powers of the District Commissioners would accomplish anything in 
this respect. The draftsmen of this and previous home rule bills have 
therefore attempted to delegate a wider scope of legislative authority 
to the local Council. There has been much discussion in prior pro- 
ceedings of this constitutional question. Responsible lawyers have 
given opinions that the procedure contemplated is proper and some 
like Messrs. Colladay and West say it is not. In the main the views 
expressed reflect the disposition of the particular advocate to favor or 
oppose the bill. ‘Those who oppose make no conscientious effort to 
suggest how the constitutional difficulties which they foresee can be 
remedied. 

The constitutionality of the legislative proposal procedure has been 
supported on a combination of two grounds: 

That on the analogy to the authority of Congress to delegate leg- 
islative power to the governments of Territories, Congress may dele- 
gate legislative power to a District of Columbia government, subject, 
of course, as in the case of the Territories to the right of Congress at 
any time to intervene and legislate itself. 

2. If a complete delegation of legislative power to a local District 
government would be constitutional, as the Territorial analogy would 
indicate, then, it is argued a delegation subject to veto by concurrent 
resolution of the Congress or veto by the President is also constitu- 
tional. In support of this argument, reference is made to the prece- 
dent of the reorganization acts. The Reorganization Act of 1945 pro- 
vided, as does the proposed home-rule bill, for a veto by concurrent 
resolution. The present Reorganization Act of 1949 provides for a 
veto by one House of Congress. 

The constitutional issue is very technical and limited. It is con- 
ceded by most critics that Congress can delegate complete legislative 
authority over most matters to the Council. It is also conceded that 
Congress can retain the right to veto by joint resolution which must 
go to the President and be subject to his veto before becoming effec- 
tive. The squabble concerns the constitutionality of a bill which per- 
mits Congress to veto by use of a concurrent resolution rather than a 
joint resolution. This is.a question on which all committees consider- 
ing home-rule legislation have had expert advice. The analogies to 
the Territorial legislation and the reorganization acts seem sound 
to me and persuasive in establishing constitutionality, but this is, of 
course, far the committee to decide. 

The Board of Trade and the Commissioners attack the constitu- 
tionality of the home-rule bill in two ways. The board of trade takes 
the flat position that the legislative proposal procedure is uncon- 
stitutional. The Commissioners take the position that it is of such 
doubtful constitutionality that it will cause great confusion and 
uncertainty. 

The statement of the distinguished general counsel of the board of 
trade attacks the first of the two constitutional arguments, stated 
above, in the following language, appearing on pages 9 and 10 of the 
mimeographed copy : 


Some claim that Congress can delegate to the District Council its power to 
legislate over the District of Columbia * * *. 
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If it were constitutional to make an outright delegation of the power to 
legislate, Congress might delegate its powers on various subjects to various 
agencies and adjourn to go home. There would be no need for this hearing 
today. 


But no lawyer will contend this could be done. 

T should like to call the attention of the committee to a memorandum 
of the same distinguished general counsel of the board of trade dated 
February 26, 1948, and printed at page 532 of the joint hearings of 
S. 1968 and H. R. 4902 of the Eightieth Congress, the Auchincloss 
bill. In the course of this memorandum Mr. Colladay said: 

The Congress may, and consistently has, delegated to the legislature of the 
Territories power to enact general legislation effective within their boundaries, 
subject to disapproval by the Congress, and, in my opinion, it can empower a 
legislative body, created by it, in the District of Columbia to enact such legis- 
lation operative only within the boundaries of the District. 

It does not seem to me that Mr. Colladay need have been so scorn- 
ful, in the statement which he made before this commitee on March 
1, of the opinion which he had rendered to another committee in 1948. 
Nor does it seem to me that he need have so modestly maintained his 
anonymity under the reference, in his last statement, to “some” per- 
sons who claim that the delegation can be made. 

[ do not wish to leave the impression that Mr. Colladay’s 1948 opin- 
ion held that such a bill as your committee is considering would 
have been constitutional. Mr. Colladay felt at that time that while 
a complete delegation of power to a District government would have 
been valid, the provisions for congressional veto in H. R. 4902, the 
Auchincloss bill, rendered the procedure unconstitutional. Mr, Colla- 
day felt that nothing short of a joint resolution, requiring approval 
by the President or passage by two-thirds of both Houses of Congress, 

could constitutionally veto the District Council’s legislative proposals. 

It is interesting to note that the two principal legal critics of the 
Kefauver-Taft bill, Mr. Colladay and Mr. West, agreed in 1948 on 
only one point with respect to the constitutionality of the legislative 
proposal procedure. They agreed it was unconstitutional, “but for 
reasons which canceled out. Mr. West, as contrasted with Mr. Colla- 
day, conceded that Congress might veto a District Council legislative 
proposal through action of either one or two Houses, if a complete 
delegation of legislati ive power to the District Council would have been 
valid. Mr. West distinguished the precedent of the reorganization 
acts on the ground that Cc ongress could not make a complete delega- 
tion to the District Council, although it could delegate to the President 
complete authority to reorganize the Federal Government. His testi- 
mony to this effect appears at pages 25 and 26 of the joint hearings. 

This year, the sae embarrassing disagreement between these 
legal critics has been concealed, since “the Commissioners’ statement 
contains no argument in support of the doubts as to the constitutional- 
ity of the bill, while Mr. Colladay has apparently shifted his ground. 

“I have gone into this situation at some length to indicate that the 
fact that the constitutionality of the bill has been questioned is no 
cause for serious alarm. I would be indeed surprising if it were not 
possible to get legal opinion both ways on a rH a of such importance 
asthis. I believe that the question can be safely left to the considera- 
tion of this committee and the Congress. 
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I feel that the attack made by the Commissioners this year, how- 
ever, needs further comment. Without expressing their opinion as 
to whether the bill would be constitutional, they draw a picture of a 
period of great doubt and confusion, particularly doubt as to the 

validity of real estate titles, which might result from enactment of 
legislative proposals under the proc edures of the Kefauver-Taft bill. 
They say, in effect, that because of the constitutional questions which 
have been raised, it will be impossible to know whether laws so en- 
acted are actually effective. This is a counsel of despair. As I think 
my references to the 1948 opinions of Messrs. Colladay and West 
will suffice to show, there appears to be no w ay of delegating significant 
legislative power to a District Council which could not be questioned 
by someone. If the Commissioners’ argument is valid, therefore, the 
whole project must be abandoned. In view of this attitude, I am 
forced to question the opening statement of the Commissioners’ let- 
ter to the effect that “as a matter of principle, we feel that our citi- 
zens should be given home rule * * *.” This attack by the Com- 
missioners is on one of the basic features of the bill, and since they have 
made no effort to suggest a solution to the problem, their attack seems 
to me to constitute a purely obstructive move. I cannot agree to Mr. 
West’s characterization of their letter as constructive criticism. 

On the other hand, a little thought indicates that the threat of con- 
fusion and doubt need not materialize. In view of the questions which 
have been raised about the constitutionality of the legislative propo- 
sal procedure, any sensible District Council will start by using that 
procedure sparingly until its validity has been established by court 
decision. For example, I can imagine the Council’s first using the 
procedure to change the limits upon the size of rockfish to be taken 
from the Potomac River, a matter now for the exclusive jurisdiction 
of Congress. <A test case of this legislation could undoubtedly be 
arr anged : and the appeal expedited to the United States Supreme Court 
under | provisions of the Judicial Code. In the meantime before final 
decision of the Supreme Court, if the District government required 
legislation on more important subjects, the present procedure for 
legislation by Congress could be used. Undoubtedly Congress would 
cooperate to this extent so as to avoid the very dangers which the Com- 
missioners have raised, to the undoubted terror of real estate owners. 

The criticism of one of the subordinate features of the legislative 
proposal procedure seems to me to have more validity. I refer to the 
procedure intended to take care of emergencies. I would suggest that 
there be substituted for the provisions now in the bill authorization to 
the District Council to declare by two-thirds vote the existence of an 
emergency making necessary the immediate effectiveness of a particu- 
lar legislative proposal, which, upon such a declaration, would be- 
come law without going through the ordinary waiting period. This 
procedure would seem to me not only more clearly constitutional but 
also more practical. 

Dual voting: As in the case of the previous home rule bills, pro- 
vision is made for partic ipation in the elections by persons resident 
in the District of Columbia for a period of 1 vear, even though they 
maintain their legal domiciles and vote in elections, as for Presi- 
dent or Congressmen, elsewhere. 
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The decision of the draftsmen of the bill to include nondomiciled 
residents in the electorate was not the result of a diabolical plot on 
the part of Federal employees to reduce property values and cast 
a huge financial burden on others. It was based on two considera- 
ar gt 

As a matter of principle, nondomiciled residents should be en- 
titled to share in the government since they pay taxes and are af- 
fected in their daily living by the government of the District of 
Columbia in exactly the same way as the so-called permanent resi- 
dents. 

2. If an artificial division were made, disqualifying all nondomi- 
ciled residents, the -y could be expected to rush to Congress for relief 
from burdens which might be imposed upon them by a District gov- 
ernment in which they had no part, thus hampering the accomplish- 
ment of one of the primary objectives of home rule legislation. 

It is for this latter reason that the provision for voting by non- 
domiciled residents seems to be an essential feature of this bill. 

This provision is attacked by both the Commissioners and the 
board of trade. It is alleged that, under this provision, temporary 
residents, particularly civil-service employees of the Federal Gov- 
ernment, who constitute, on Mr. Colladay’s figure, 20 percent of the 
adult population, will somehow dominate the electorate. The fear 
is raised that this will lead to the imposition of heavy taxes and the 
incurring of an extravagent indebtedness, which these “temporary” 

residents will then leave to the “permanent” residents to pay off. 
This argument would seem to imply that the Federal Government is 
about to leave Washington, for otherwise the permanent. residents 
will not be left in forlorn loneliness to face the tax collector. Federal 
employees will be here. 

The basic fallacy in the argument, however, is the idea that a per- 
son living in the District of Columbia who has retained his domicile 
elsewhere is therefore only a temporary resident. It may be true 
that in other jurisdictions the failure to take up local domicile indi- 

cates only temporary residence. That is not true in the District. 
All of us know many people who have been here for years but who 
have retained their legal domicile elsewhere for one or more practical 
reasons which do not apply elsewhere. Such a retention gives them 
a right to vote in Presidential and congressional elections. If they are 
civil-service employees, the retention of a share in a State quota 
may be important. 

Figures from the United States Civil Service Commission indicate 
that the average tenure of civil service employees throughout the 
country is 11 years. While the Commission does not have a break- 
down for the District, it has expressed the opinion that the tenure of 
employees in the District is above the average for the country. It 
seems to me that the payment of District taxes for a period which is 
likely to average at least 11 years should be sufficient to warrant par- 
ticipation in a District election. On this point the attention of the 
committee is called to the statement of Commissioner John Russell 
Young, speaking for all the Commissioners, in the joint hearings on 
H. R. 4902: 


H. R. 4902 permits all adults resident for 1 year in the District to participate 
in electing its government and determining its financial policies, regardless of 
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legal domicile. But at the same time it makes no provision for imposing upon 
undomiciled persons the same taxes that must be paid to (sic) those legally 
domiciled here * * * (p. 8). 

We do not favor denying the franchise to residents who are not legally domi- 
ciled. The solution is for Congress—as a preliminary to any home rule bili 
whatever—to pass legislation putting such persons on a parity with residents 
from the viewpoint of all forms of taxation * * * (p.9). 

Senator Baty, Commissioner, you make quite a point of the fact that some 
of the electorate will not be paying District taxes which residents of the Dis- 
trict are required to pay. Just what specific taxes are you referring to? 

Mr. Youne. I am referring to income tax. 

Senator BaLn. Only the income tax? 

Mr. Youna. Yes, sir (p. 10). 

The income tax was not in 1948, nor is it now, an important source 
of revenue for the District, but, in any case, the only preliminary step 
demanded by the Commissioners in 1948 to the grant of the franchise 
to the nondomiciled residents has been taken by Congress. The 
District of Columbia Revenue Act of 1949 made all residents of the 
District for over 7 months liable for District income tax, with a few 
minor exceptions. Yet the Commissioners now want to disfranchise 
the nondomiciled resident. It is a question whether Congress should 
attempt to keep up with the shifts of the Commissioner's views. 

The board of trade repeats and elaborates the argument of the 
Commissioners that economic disaster will follow the participation 
of the nondomiciled residents in District elections. The argument 
that a nondomiciled resident. will vote for councilmen who will in- 
crease taxes and in referenda for the issuance of bonds which may in- 
crease the tax burden, with the idea that he will not have to pay the 
taxes very long, sounds to me like the argument that automobile in- 
surance is likely to encourage accidents. Unless such a resident has 
a definite plan to leave before the next taxes come into effect, which 
presumably will be pretty soon, his interest in economy would seem 
to be as great as anybody’s. Few persons come to Washington to 
work for the Government with definite time limits in mind. More- 
over, there is nothing to prevent a person who has a present domicile 
in the District from moving into Maryland or Virginia next week. 
For all these reasons, the division between domiciled and nondomi- 
ciled residents is, to my mind, a false one. 

The threat of loss of the Federal contribution: In accordance with 
what appears to be a part of a strategy of terror, the board of trade 
argues that the grant of home rule is likely to lead to an abandon- 
ment by Congress of its responsibility for the District and a con- 
sequent loss of Federal contributions to the District revenues. It is 
conceded by everyone that no Congress can bind a succeeding Con- 
gress to make a specific Federal contribution. But if it is concededly 
impossible to see that the formula for a Federal contribution contained 
in the Kefauver-Taft bill is actually carried out, it is also impossible 
to be assured of a Federal contribution under the commission form 
of government. Indeed, as all of us are aware, the Federal contri- 
bution has been drastically reduced under the commission govern- 
ment from 50 percent to less than 8 percent. There is no guaranty 
that a future reduction will not take place. The reason for the reduc- 
tion which has already occurred is not that Congress has resented an 
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increase in the powers of the present District government, but that it 
has considered the tax burden borne by the residents of Washington 
light compared with that of the residents of other cities. 

If the board of trade is right, and if the chance of getting a Federal 
contribution is to be the determinative factor, any project for home 
rule must be abandoned. It seems to me, however, that the board is, 
in effect, urging the citizens of Washington to sell their birthright 
of self-government for a very uncertain mess of Federal pottage. 

From these general comments I now turn to a consideration of the 
criticisms of a less basic nature. 

The District Council: The board of trade asserts that the legisla- 
tive proposal procedure will not grant self-government or the right 
of suffrage in any real sense, for one thing because such proposals 
can be vetoed by a concurrent resolution of Congress within 45 days. 
The complaint here made is that not enough authority is granted to 
the electorate as represented by the District Council. At the same 
time in later portions of its statement, the board raises the fear that 
the District Council, under the domination of temporary residents, 
will plunge the District into extravagant indebtedness. Is too much 
or too little democracy supposed to be the complaint ? 

The authority given to the District Council is substantially that 
which has been given to Territorial governments in the past, and such 
authority has always been considered to constitute home rule. There 
is only this difference, that the proposals of the District Council will 
not normally become law until Congress has had an opportunity to 
reject them, while, in the case of the present Territories, their laws 
may go into effect immediately subject to later disapproval by the 
Federal Government. 

The board of trade also criticizes the provision for two members of 
the District council to be appointed by the President and confirmed 
by the Senate. It compares this provision with a similar provision 
made by a State legislature in chartering a city. The comparison is 
not relevant, for the Federal Government has an interest in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia which is not comparable to the interest of any State 
government in its cities. 

Undoubtedly the proportion of two appointed members in the 11- 
man District Goaneil was chosen as corresponding roughly to the per- 
centage of Federal contribution to the District revenues authorized 
by the bill. The Board should also consider whether it is not better 
to have a Council in which 9 out of 11 members are chosen by the 
people of the District rather than a Commission of 3, none of whom is 
so selected. 

The board of trade suggests that members of the District Council 
should be domiciled here more than the 1 year required by this bill. 
This is a valid criticism, and it is suggested that the requirement be 
increased to 3 years. 

Both the Commissioners and the board of trade advocate that 
Federal employees, like District Government employees, should be 
disqualified from holding office on the District Council. The two 
situations are not parallel. A Federal employee may have no, or only 
infrequent, official concern, with District matters, whereas a District 
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employee cannot escape such concern. If desirable, the bill might 
provide that a Federal employee who is a member of the Council 
should be disqualified from participating in any action which con- 
cerns the relationship of the District of Columbia to his department 
or agency. To accept the suggestion of the critics would be to deny 
participation in the government of members of a group which con- 
stitutes 20 percent of the population, and might well discourage their 
interest in the workings of the District Government. 

Effective dates of ordinances: The Commissioners suggest that pro- 
vision should be included to permit the postponement of the effective 
dates of both ordinary ordinances under section 324 (b) and zoning 
ordinances under section 336 (b). This is a sound suggestion. 

Office of Secretary: The Commissioners suggest, and it is recom- 
mended, that provision be made for an assistant secretary and neces- 
sary clerical personnel under section 332 (a). 

ches J ring Under section 336 of the bill, as you know, the 
National Capital Park and Planning Commission has a limited veto 
of zoning regulations adopted by the District Council after a hearing 
before the District Council or one of its committees. This veto can 
be exercised when the Commission considers that the ordinance would 
adversely affect the Federal Government. A two-thirds vote by the 
District Council, however, will pass the ordinance over such veto. 
Both the Commissioners and the board of trade consider that this 
procedure gives the Commission too much authority and that property 
rights may be unconstitutionally injured. 

Obviously the problem here is to resolve a conflict of interests be- 
tween the Federal Government on the one hand—the interest which 
it has in the District as the Nation’s Capital—and the interest of the 
District, representing local owners, on the other. The solution pro- 
posed in the Auchincloss bill, H. R. 4902, was to refer disagreements 
to the Congress. The present proposal was designed to relieve Con- 
gress of this burden, and, seemingly it has provided a reasonable 
solution, which, if anything, favors the District over the Federal 
Government. It is difficult to understand the suggestion by the Com- 
missioners and board of trade that the Planning Commission’s au- 
thority may be used to injure property owners, since the Planning 
Commission is given no power to originate restrictions but only to veto 
those proposed by the District Council. 

The District Manager: The Board of Trade objects to the council- 
manager form of government. It argues that this type of govern- 
ment is not used in any large city today. As a matter of fact, Cin- 
cinnati, with a population of over 500,000, has a council-manager 
form of government. sth 

The board of trade objects to the fact that the District Manager 
and his subordinates may be nonresidents of the District of Columbia. 
It is, of course, important that the policy-making officials of the 
District should be people from the District itself. City manage- 
ment, however, is a professional career. It would be unwise to limit 
the District Council in its choice of District Manager to persons 
resident in the District. No doubt preference will always be given 
to a local person, but residence should not be a requirement. So 
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far as the heads of departments are concerned, I am sure that the 
committee is well aware of the fact that the District government 
is now full of important officials who came from considerable distances 
to take their present positions. Yet the board of trade is well satisfied 
with the present government. 

Borrowing for capital improvements: Both the Commissioners and 
the board of trade criticize the provisions for borrowing. The Com- 
missioners point out that this provision would permit the creation 
of a bonded indebtedness of $83,000,000, and would authorize the 
District Council by ordinance to increase property taxes to any extent 
necessary to pay off the indebtedness. The bill limits the amount of 
indebtedness which can be created to 5 percent of the assessed valua- 
tion of taxable property. This figure is an extremely common one 
in city charters and State constitutions. As a matter of fact, out 
of 36 States which impose municipal-debt limits by their constitu- 
tions, 17 have debt limits in excess of 5 percent. South Carolinw has 
a limit of 15 percent, and for the information of certain members 
of the board of trade who do not live in the District, Virginia has 
a limit of 18 percent. 

Authority of the District Council to increase property taxes to 
pay off the indebtedness, it should be emphasized, is purely per- 
missive. As originally contained in the Auchincloss bill, the language 
was mandatory and had been taken from the model municipal charter 
sponsored by the National Municipal League. However. although 
the withdrawal of this authority may make the District bonds less 
salable, it may be desirable to give minority classes of taxpayers 
whatever protection may be afforded by the requirements of the legis- 
lative proposal procedure, as contrasted with the ordinance pro- 
cedure. Consequently, the removal of this particular authority would 
not seem objectionable. 

The Board of Trade’s objection that the referendum required as the 
final step in the issuance of bonds will include nondomiciled resi- 
dents has already been considered. 

Budget: The Commissioners, I think quite correctly, point to an 
apparent conflict between the provisions of sections 504 (a) and 802 
with respect to the officer responsible for the budget. On the prece- 
dent of the organization of the Federal Government, this responsibil- 
ity should be placed in office of the budget officer under the District 
Manager, and not in the Department of Finance. 

Fees and finance: Both the Commissioners and Board of Trade criti- 
cize section 832, which provides that the District of Columbia shall 
not be credited with fees‘and fines collected in the District‘and appeals 
courts and elsewhere. Apparently they have overlooked the provi- 
sions of section 831 (a) (2) (B). To clarify the bill I would suggest 
that section 832 begin with the following phrase: “Except in the 
manner provided in section 831 (a) (2) (B) * * *” 

The Board of Public Welfare: The Commissioners complain that 
a number of boards, such as the Board of Public Welfare, the Recrea- 
tion Board, and the Board of Librarary Trustees, are transferred 
to various departments of the new government but are deprived of 
all statutory functions. This effect is intentional. Authority should 
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be centralized in an administration responsible to the electorate rather 
than being dispersed among scores of independent autonomous agen- 
cies as it is today. Under section 901 (b) the director of the depart- 
ment of each of these boards is empowered to delegate such of his 
authority as he may wish to the board in question. Thus the respon- 
sibility will remain that of the department director and through him 
the District Manager. 

The Recreation Board: The Commissioners complain that under 
the bill the District will lose one representative on the Recreation 
Board while the National Park and Planning Commission, a Fed- 
eral agency, gains one. It is suggested that the provisions for changes 
in personnel be eliminated from the bill. 

The Recorder of Deeds: The problem of the position of the Re- 
corder of Deeds has been thoroughly explored in previous hearings 
and an explanation for the present provision has been given in a 
letter by Dr. George Galloway printed at page 211 of the hearings on 
the Kefauver bill in 1949. The office of the Recorder is a small unit 
with a small budget. In line with the general policy of reducing the 
number of separate divisions in the District government to the small- 
est possible, the office was placed in the Department of Law as the 
department having the closest relationship to its duties. 

The Department of Public Works: The Commissioners criticize the 
inclusion of the Department of Highways within the Department of 
Public Works under section 908. Since it is the intention of the bill 
to incorporate all related activities within a single department, this 
provision seems reasonable. 

The Board of Trade deplores the transfer of functions from the 
Army engineers to the District government. It would seem possible 
to find competent civil engineers and thus to give the District rather 
than the Army control over certain engineering activities which the 
Army has previously carried on. 

Department of Libraries: The board of trade asks that the Librarian 
and Board of Library Trustees be continued with their present func- 
tions. The bill transfers the function of the Librarian to the Director 
of the Department of Libraries under the District Manager. The 
Board of Library Trustees is placed under the Department Director 
and will exercise such functions as he may delegate to the Board. 
This is in line with the general policy of providing for centralized 
administrative responsibility. 

Department of Labor: The Commissioners criticize the language 
of section 910 (a) as unclear. The language could certainly be im- 
proved. The Board of Trade, however, criticizes one of the substan- 
tive provisions of the subsection, transferring the District Unemploy- 
ment Compensation Board to the Department of Labor. Possibly this 
is not the correct place for the Board, but it should be definitely placed 
in one of the departments and not maintained as a separate agency. 
Perhaps another possible location would be the Department of Wel- 
fare. 

The Boxing Commission: The Commissioners ask for the continu- 
ance of a representative of the Metropolitan Police force on the Boxing 
Commission. This is certainly not a point worth further discussion. 





238 HOME RULE FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Public Utilities Commission: The Commissioners, I think correctly, 
criticize section 10v2 (f) as reducing the present salaries of the Public 
Utilities Commissoners from $11,000 to $7,500. I believe that this 
effect of the provision was unintended and suggest that the rate be 
left flexible, to be fixed by the District Council. 

The board of trade objects to the proposed method of appointment 
of the members of the Public Utilities Commission under section 
1002 (c). Under the bill they are to be appointed by the Chairman 
of the District Council with the approval of the Council. Instead, 
the board says, the members should be appointed by the President and 
confirmed by the Senate on an analogy to State procedure. It is not 
clear why the analogy to State procedure would not support the 
method proposed in the bill since the Council has a position in the 
District roughly comparable to a State legislature. 

It is interesting to compare this criticism by the board of trade with 
the criticism which it makes of the method of appointment of the 
Board of Elections under section 1201. That section provides that 
the Board of Elections is to be appointed by the President. The board 
of trade takes the opposite position in that case, holding that the 
Board of Elections should be appointed by a local authority. One 

cannot help entertaining the suspicion that wherever two choices exist, 
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Board of Education: The board of trade objects that qualifications 
for membership on the new Board of Education are not defined. Ap- 
parently the board has failed to read as far as section 1104. However, 
section 1104 does not require domicile for more than 1 year, and it 
would seem desirable to increase this requirement to at least thrice. 

Board of Elections: I have already referred to the criticism by the 
board of trade of the method of appointment of the Board of Elections. 
The Board of Elections has a purely ministerial and not a policy- 
making function, and therefore to insure impartiality it would seem 
that appointment by the President as provided in this bill would be 
both satisfactory and desirable. 

Elections: I have already commented on the objections of both the 
Commissioners and the board of trade to the provisions permitting 
participation in elections by nondomiciled residents. I should like 
to call the committee’s attention to a mathematical error on pages 24 
and 25 of Mr. Colladay’s mimeographed statement. If the numbers 
for the metropolitan are a population and for the Federal employees 
in the area given there are correct, the ratio of Federal employees to 
the total adult population is not 25.05 percent but approximately 20.5 
percent. Accordingly, on page 25 the estimate of 148,697 Govern- 
ment employees as livi ing in the District should be reduced to 121,688. 

The Commissioners criticize sections 1207 (a) and 1903 (d) as pro- 
viding a literacy test, for electors physically capable of taking it, in 
the shape of ar equirement of an affidavit in their own handwr iting, 
while at the same time omitting any literacy test for those physically 
incapacitated. I would suggest that a literacy test has no place in 
this legislation, and that the requirement of an affidavit in the elec- 
tor’s handwriting should be omitted, thus putting the physically able 
and inc: :pacitated on the same plane. 
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The Commissioners also criticize the procedures in section 1211 (d), 
(e), and (f) for the handling of challenged ballots. It is suggested 
that, in place of the provision in section 1211 (e) for marking and 
segregating challenged ballots, a provision be included simply author- 
izing the Board of Elections to make the necessary regulations to 
permit the appropriate handling of challenged ballots without de- 
stroying the secrecy of the vote. 

Register of Wills: The Commissioners and board of trade both call 
attention to the passage, at the last session of Congress, of Public 
Law No. 201 transferring the Office of the Register of Wills to the 
Administrative Office of the United States Courts. Accordingly, it 
would seem desirable to eliminate section 1404 of the Kefauver-Taft 
bill. 

National Capital Park and Planning Commission: The Commis- 
sioners call attention to S. 1931 passed by the Senate at the last ses- 
sion, changing the personnel and powers of the Planning Commis- 
sion. Since special consideration is being given to the composition 
and duties of that Commission, it is suggested that section 1405 of the 
Kefauver-Taft bill might be eliminated. 

Surplus revenues: Both the Commissioners and the board of trade 
criticize section 2001 (c) under which surplus revenues are to be used 
exclusively for construction, repair, and improvement of public 
schools. Undoubtedly the purpose of this provision was to prevent 
what happened recently when Congress cut the Federal contribution 
because of the existence of a surplus in a previous year. But this 
purpose cannot be attained with any certainty, since Congress can 
always defeat it by subsequent legislation. Consequently a simple 
provision preserving such surplus revenues for all types of future 
expenditures might be substituted. 

National representation: The board of trade has proposed that the 
Kefauver-Taft bills should contain a provision postponing its effec- 
tive date until the effective date of a constitutional amendment giv- 
ing the District national representation. This is the newest wrinkle 
of an old slogan. For years the board of trade has insisted that na- 
tional representation must precede home rule. As a result of the 
board’s parrotlike repetition of this statement it has come to be ac- 
cepted by many gullible persons. No explanation for this position 
has ever been advanced, even in the elaborate statement Mr. Colladay 
made before your committee the other day. The effect of the accept- 
ance of this position of the board of trade, however, would undoubt- 
edly be to delay indefinitely the attainment of any degree of home 
rule for the District. It seems to me that the board has assumed a 
heavy responsibility in advocating such a position without any rea- 
son which will bear the light of day. 

Conclusion: It would be a major calamity if these insubstantial 
objections prevented home-rule legislation for the District of Colum- 
bia. Such imperfections as exist can be cured by experience in the 
gradual democratic way. Washington should have a vote now. The 
right to vote is a fundamental right which should not be denied to 
any responsible citizen, perhaps least of all to the citizens of the 
capital city of the greatest democratic Nation on earth. Many who 
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argue against the bill seem to have a basic distrust of elected officials 
and elective processes. Perhaps these people have lived so long in a 
disenfranchised community that they do not appreciate the basic com- 
mon sense of the voter and the protection against governmental abuse 
which is assured through the polls. Those of us who favor the bill 
want the right to vote and are prepared to accept its responsibilities. 
We feel that taxation without representation is just as much tyranny 
today as it was at the Boston Tea Party. We feel that the city will be 
better governed, the people who live here better citizens, and our 
children will have far greater appreciation of their heritage if citizens 
of Washington can vote. This legislation is long overdue. It must 
be enacted into law. 

The CaatrmMan. Thank you very muc th. 

Next is the Reverend Robert Trenbath, rector, Trinity Episcopal 
Church. Is Reverend Trenbath present ? 

If not, is Prof. Francis E. Jones present / 


STATEMENT OF FRANCIS E. JONES, JR., REPRESENTING THE 
YOUNG DEMOCRATIC CLUB OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman and ladies and gentlemen, I would like 
to thank the committee very much for being invited to come back and 
testify again because the Young Democrats consider it a great privi- 
lege to take part in this great “clinic on home rule and to have the 
opportunity to urge our views before you. 

I would like to, sir, first of all, say that I am Prof. Francis E. Jones, 
Jr.; and I am president of the Young Democrats of the District of 
Columbia and I am speaking for the Young Democrats of the District 
of Columbia by their unanimous authorization and also by the unani- 
mous authorization of their executive committee. 

In that connection I should like to reemphasize the fact that what- 
ever I say here is of very little consequence but it is extremely im- 
portant that I do speak for all these people. 

The Young Democrats of the District of Columbia unanimously and 
also the Young Democrats of America in their last two national con- 
ventions have endorsed enthusiastically planks and resolutions urging 
the adoption of home-rule measures for the District of Columbia, and 
I think it is so obvious as to not require argument, though perhaps 
that would be controverted by some we have heard here, that in a 
democratic society which believes in the ideals of popular representa- 
tion there can be no real and just argument against the principle of 
voting for people of a community. I would again like to thank the 
distinguished chairman for the opportunity to testify here. 

The major part of my statement today will be in the nature of a 
rebuttal to arguments which I have he: ard here by learned counsel for 
the board of trade and other counsel in opposition to the home-rule 
bills, specifically to the Kefauver bill, and while my argument may 
lack some of the brilliance and I hope some of the other elements 
which have been present in presentation of other counsel here, I think 
that the cause for which I argue will perhaps not need so much 
brilliance. 
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I would appreciate it if you would check me about 2 minutes from 
the end of my statement, because most of my argument will be directed 
to what I consider rather insubstantial arguments, but they have been 
raised, and nevertheless I will want to answer them, but at the end 
I think I should make a comment on what I think is the real argu- 
ment which is at the bottom of all real opposition to the home-rule bill. 

First of all, to consider one of the first insubstantial—we had better 
not say insincere, but at least not-to-the-point arguments, which have 
been advanced against home rule, the first one being it is not true 
home rule; it doesn’t need much consideration to put that one away. 

People who are against home rule are objecting to this bill because 
it really does not give home rule. We do have the constitutional pro- 
vision which says Congress has exclusive jurisdiction, and we know 
that must be honored, and therefore I think this bill is entirely work- 
able, and as far as we can go under the present circumstances to 
acquire real home rule for the District of Columbia. 

I am very conscious of the fact that there is action in the Senate 
for a constitutional amendment to give the people of the District of 
Columbia representation in national elections and in Congress, and 
I think that 1s a wonderful thing. It ill behooves anyone to say he is 
for home rule and then argue that something which is a long way 
toward that objective is not a good thing. 

The argument that the people—I am still on insubstantial argu- 
ments, because they have been raised—the argument that the people 
of the District of Columbia do not want home rule. I needn't spend 
too much time on. I think the gentleman who preceded me here did 
a fine job on that, but I would like to refer to a Washington Post poll, 
and I think there was also a poll taken in the Washington Star, which 
very effectively pointed -_ that about 78 percent of che people in the 
District of Columbia are for home rule, and surpr isingly enough some 
people would have us think they are the permanent residents who were 
right up on a par with everybody else voting for the principle of 
home rule, and ver ‘y surprisingly, if we would believe their representa- 
tives, the people in the Southern States are for the principle of home 
rule for the District of Columbia. We are very much concerned. The 
people of the opposition are afraid that home rule may be foisted upon 
an unwilling populace here, but of course the bill provides for a 
referendum, so there can be no home rule unless the residents of the 
District of Columbia want it. 

The argument that home rule will cost a lot of money has been 
— by the statement that liberty is worth the cost. It provides 
for a 20 percent contribution by Congress; whereas, we have only 
sha 12 percent contribution to the income of the people of the Dis- 
trict. We know in past times the Congress has seen fit to give as high 
as 50 percent to the District government, but because of their present 
arbitrary power over the matter, which doesn’t primarily concern 
them, it is down now to 12 percent. As far as the cost is concerned, 
it seems the bill will give the people of the District of Columbia a 
better break. 

I have to talk somewhat fast to get this in. The real property own- 
ers will be taxed and the real property owners will be taxed by people 
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who do not really have a stake in the community, we are told, because 
they don’t have property, which is of course a long and philosophical 
argument to rebut, but it boils down to the statement that people own- 
ing property ina democ ratic society must pay toa certain extent for 
protection and services they get, and perhaps under some of the new 
rules that will be made if there is a democratic vote here, maybe that 
property will be spread a little more, and they won't have to worry 
about that quite so much. 

Another argument which has been made is that the present gov- 
ernment of the District of Columbia is best. 

Senator Jonnston. How are you going to spread that property ? 
That is what I would like to know. 

Mr. Jones. It is just possible that in a democratic form of govern- 
ment legislation could be so arranged that the forces that seem to pile 
up all of the money in the people who now oppose home rule would 

10t. prevail and a little more money would get in the hands of other 
people, and they would be able to buy more property. 

Senator Jounston. Does it pile up any more here in Washington 
than it does any place else in the United States? 

Mr. Jongs. No, sir. I think 

Senator Jonnston. That is, where they vote. 

Mr. Jones. I can’t say that for sure, whether it piles up more in 
Washington. 

Senator Jounston. Wall Street is just about—— 

Mr. Jones. I think with the democratic legislation there has always 
been trends and there will continue to be a trend to make a more even 
distribution of the means of acquiring property, which is the point I 
had in mind. 

The argument has been made that the present District of Columbia 
government is the best possible form. Even if we would admit that, 
which we don’t, I think it can be pointed out that it is always an argu- 
ment against democratic government that it is not efficient, and I 
think it is about 150 years or more too late to argue that one on a 
philosophical plane in this country. 

rhe argument is raised here that a city manager is not a good form 
of government when we are taught in government courses that. it is 
a matter of elemental text -book | government that city manager gov- 
ernments are supposed to be desirable forms of government. 

The point has been raised that the city manager would probably 
come from outside the District of Columbia, and of course that is 
usually the desirable practice, to have the city manager come from 
outside the community which he is going to represent, so that he will 
not be subject to any of the pressures of personal friendship, and so 
forth, which might beset normal city-manager types of government. 
It is designed as a nonpartisan type of government. 

I would like to address myself to what I consider are the real argu- 
ments against the bill. I must confess when I last testified, I could 
not discover them, but I have since discovered they were written in 
lemon juice. They were written in the statements presented before 
this committee before, but with the heat that has been put on by this 
committee, I think we can now see them. 
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The proposition seems to be that the better people will not be able 
to vote, that the better people will not be able to control the govern- 
ment, and therefore in some way we will not have a very desirable 
government if this home rule becomes law. : 

The first answer which comes to mind is unprintable. 

The second answer, of course, is that this is not a democratic posi- 
tion, that this is not a democratic argument. 

The third answer could be the fifteenth amendment of the United 
States Constitution, which says that no person shall be denied the 
right to vote because of race, color, or previous condition of servitude. 

The last answer which comes to mind has been mentioned to this 
committee before, but I think it is the most important one. It is a 
question of idealism, which I hope is still pertinent in discussing pro- 
posed legislation. The people, the young people, all of the people 
all over the world in our international relations, we hope, look to the 
United States of America for leadership in democracy, and of course 
it certainly is a terrible thing that the center of the democracy in this 
country, the Nation’s Capital, is at present an example of nondemoc- 
racy; and we also have an internal problem in the United States of 
America because even the youth of America could be disillusioned if 
democratic ig are not pursued to the fullest extent. 

So I think, as a matter of idealism and as a matter of practice, it 
would be an excellent thing for the District of Columbia to get home 
rule under this Kefauver bill. Thank you very much, sir, for your 
attention. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much for coming, Professor. 

The next witness is Mr. Giles Dawson. 


STATEMENT OF GILES E. DAWSON 


The Cuarrman. Are you a member of any citizens’ association ? 

Mr. Dawson. Yes, the Connecticut Avenue Citizens’ Association. 

The CHatrrman. What association ¢ 

Mr. Dawson. Connecticut Avenue, and I am a delegate of the Con- 
necticut Avenue Association to the Northwest Council of Citizens’ 
Associations. 

The Cuarrman. Did you hear the testimony of Mr. Atherholt? 

Mr. Dawson. No, I didn’t. I only had a report on it. 

The CHarrman. Will the reporter please read Mr. Atherholt’s state- 
ment about whom he represents. 

The following statement by Mr. Atherholt was read by the reporter: 


I speak for the Northwest Council of Citizens Associations. 


The Cuarrman. Are you a member of the Northwest Council? 

Mr. Dawson. I ama delegate of the Connecticut Avenue Association 
to the Northwest Council, of which Mr. Atherholt is president. 

The Cuarman. Were you present at the action authorizing Mr. 
Atherholt to appear here? 

Mr. Dawson. No such action has been taken since I have been here 
this year or last year. 

The Cuarrman. Were you a member of that association and a dele- 
gate from that association to Mr. Atherholt’s association on and ever 
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since the 3d of January, the day on which this session of Congress 
began ¢ 

Mr. Dawson. Janu: iry what ? 

The CuarrmMan. January 3 of this year. 

Mr. Dawson. Yes, I was. No action has been taken since then 
certainly. 

The Cuarmman. So far as Mr. Atherholt’s statement intimated that 
he was representing that association in offering his protest, would 
you say that was without authority ¢ 

Mr. Dawson. That was without authority, in my opinion. 

The CuarrmMan. Do you care to say anything further on this? 

Mr. Dawson. That is all I am really qualified to say at the moment. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you. Did you give your name and address ? 

Mr. Dawson. I gave my name; yes. My address is 3434 Thirty- 
fourth Street NW. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Lewis H. Rohrbaugh? Is Mr. Rohrbaugh 
present ¢ 


Dr. George W. Hodgkins? Is Mr. Hodgkins here ? 
STATEMENT OF GEORGE W. HODGKINS 


Mr. Hopnexins. I am a member of various local organizations but 
am not officially delegated by any of them to speak in their behalf 
at this time. 

I am a former president of the Kalorama Citizens’ Association, 
which has taken action in favor of the Kefauver bill or home rule of 
that general type, at least, and I have been for a number of years a 
member of the board of the Central Suffrage Conference, which is in 
favor of the Kefauver bill, and some other organizations I am identi- 
fied with are not in favor of it, such as the W ashington Board of 
Trade, of which I have been a member for more than 30 years, but 
my testifying contrary to what that organization has already testified 
will be no news to them, as I have been « outspoken in my opposition to 
their point of view in committee activity and on other occasions. 

My personal view is in favor of home rule and to the effect that the 
Kefauver bill is very definitely a home-rule bill. 

I may disagree with some particular provisions of it, but on the 
whole, [ think it would give the city of Washington as extensive a 
measure of home rule as any city in the country has. There are two 
essential features to home rule. One is to have a government set up 
in a local area which depends upon the votes of the } people resident in 
that area. The second feature is that the paramount authority, 
whether it be C ongress or a State legislature, shall let that local gov- 
ernment carry on its work without any serious amount of interference. 

There are some home-rule cities in the country which are safe- 
guarded in that by constitutional amendments, the United States Con- 
stitution, which prohibits the State legislatures from interfering in 
local affairs. 

When the home-rule plan of city government was quite extensively 
discussed a number of years ago, it was felt by pene that such a con- 
stitutional provision was highly important. I don’t think it is so 
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regarded now, and there are many cities in the country which enjoy 
a high measure of home rule simply because the State legislatures feel 
it is undesirable to interfere with their exercise of local activity and 
not that they are prohibited from doing so by the State constitution. 

I think there is no doubt as to the constitution: lity of conferring 
on the District government powers of home rule comparable to that 
which cities elsewhere in the ¢ ountry enjoy as subordinate areas under 
a State legislature. 

I am particularly concerned about this argument which has been 
going around for the last couple of years to ‘the effect that national 
representation is an essential part of home rule. Home rule to me 
means local self-government and national representation is not an 
essential part of it. It is quite a distinct part of it. 

National representation may help home rule somewhat. Home 
rule will help the effectiveness of national representation. But to 
have our representatives up here in Congress, which I should like to 
have, will not accomplish home rule. Whatever Congress does, even 
if we are represented in it, is not in itself home rule. The important 
thing for home rule is for Congress to set up a local government de- 
pendent upon the will of the people and then let that local government 
varry on its work. 

I don’t see any reason why we should hold off from trying to get 
local home rule because we have not yet obtained national representa- 
tion. It seems to be a sort of fear campaign which has been spread 
quite generally. 

It would seem as if we must bell the cat by getting national repre- 
sentation before it would be worth the risk for us little mice to try 
to step out into the field of self-government in any other respect. 

But it seems to me that local self-rule effectively carried on would 
be a stepping stone to securing the consent of Congress and of the 
States for our representation in Congress. 

If there are objections I would have to the Kefauver bill—and I con- 
cur in some of the particular objections which have been made—it is 
that it tries to combine home rule with reorganization and thereby 
gets to be an extremely lengthy bill of 119 pages full of a great many 
detailed provisions, which are an invitation to people to raise objec- 
tions. 

But so far as the Council-Manager plan as a main feature is con- 
cerned, it seems to me there has been some misrepresentation spread 
abroad in assuming that that plan is something new that is being put 
over on the W ashington people; whereas, it is really, of course, a very 
widespread plan which has worked very successfully. While it has 
been said that the Council-Manager plan has not been carried out 
successfully in any city the size of Ww ashington, it does seem to me that 
a city the size of Cincinnati, with 500,000 popul: ition, is enough of an 
ex xample to point to its probable success in a city of 800,000 like Wash- 
ington. It does seem to me that there are also other cities which are 
large enough to be additional examples. 

Some of ‘the objections which have been raised, such as to bring in 
city managers from outside or giving them very extensive powers 
to appoint and to remove officers, and so forth, have been put for- 
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ward as being something unusual which would be very dangerous, 
but those in many cases are provisions which are found to work 
successfully in Cincinnati or other cities of considerable size. 

Some of the other provisions, such as the matter of having two 
members of the Council appointed by the President and the special 
provision about dual voting, some of those things are peculiar to 
the Washington situation and it may well be argued if people are 
sincerely desirous of working out a good home-rule bill, it seems a 
little good will and sound logic would be able to work out a plan 
which would work well on those particular details. 

The Cuarman. Thank you very much, and if you wish, you may 
extend your remarks further by a written statement in the record. 

Mr. Hopexrns. Thank you. 

The Cuarmman. Is Mr. Frank Tavenner present ? 


STATEMENT OF FRANK TAVENNER, VICE PRESIDENT, YOUNG 
DEMOCRATIC CLUB OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Tavenner. My name is Frank Tavenner. I speak for the 
Young Democratic Club of the District and for the Young Demo- 
cratic Clubs of America. I am a lawyer here and also a property 
owner, but I am in the Young Democratic Clubs of America and 
they are for home rule. The Young Democratic Club of the District 
of Columbia has consistently worked with eternal vigilance toward 
self-government in the District of Columbia. Though we are behind 
the Kefauver bill in force, we are not against any bill that would let 
us crawl before we walk. 

We Young Democrats condemn the attitude of those autogenetic 
rulers of the District of Columbia who would pay homage to home 
rule but at the same time make every effort to see that it doesn’t 
happen. Their method is to settle for nothing but absolute home rule 
when they know well that this is the best method to scuttle it. They 
say that home rule is not practical because of the race problem when 
they know well that such is not the case and that there would be no 
real trouble over it. 

Senator Jounsron. Are you criticizing the Congress for taking a 
position ¢ 

Mr. Tavenner. No, sir; I am not. 

Senator Jonnston. For their opinion? They have a right to their 
opinion, whether for it or against it. 

Mr. Tavenner. I don’t believe I criticized the Congress. 

Senator Jounston. Who are you criticizing? 

Mr. Tavenner. I am criticizing those people who would say they 
want home rule and at the same time use all prejudice, and so forth, 
to overcome it. In other words, to weaken the will of the people to 
have home rule. 

Home rule is not practical to those who are too selfish or lazy to 
take on the responsibilities of self-government or to those who fail to 
see that the people of the District of Columbia are more educated, 
intelligent, and democratic than the average city in the United States. 
It is not practical to those who have been sung to sleep through the 
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years by the hypocritical patriots by the song that the present govern- 
ment works better than self-government. Few people stop to think 
that a competitive system of appointing local rulers would save them 
money. The elected government would be forced, in order to retain 
office, to keep taxes down, avoid wastage, make less regulations and 
give better government. Who can honestly say that it is less prac- 
tical to have self-government in the District of Columbia than it is 
in New Orleans, New York, Atlanta, or San Francisco. 

I work quite a bit with automobiles in the District of Columbia. I 
hear people complain every day that auto tags are too high here. I 
ask them if they would be willing to go to the polls to vote for lower- 
price tags. ‘They always say “Yes.” Yet, the same persons when asked 
if they are in favor of home rule answer that it is not practical. I 
ask, On what grounds is it not practical ? 

We Young Democrats feel that this is the year for home rule. Any 
technical point that continues to curtail it is redundant to the spirit 
of the Constitution. We Young Democrats are going to ask those 
Democratic Members of Congress who do not endorse the party plank 
for home rule in the District just why they are disloyal to their party 
platform. The minority members will be exposed as to the real reason 
they oppose it. Those token forces will be uncovered. In this cam- 
paign also we will make the public conscious of their rights and duties. 

1 urge all those groups who have shown themselves to be sincerely 
behind home rule to join forces with the Young Democrats to cover the 
city with posters, advertisements, radio, and public canvass so that 
the city will be brought back to a feeling of responsibility that local 
citizens should have. 

Senator Jounston. I want to thank you for mentioning auto- 
mobile license tags. I am much in favor of that and always have felt 
that automobile tags ought to be low in price. If you have to get the 
money, get it from those that use the car after they buy the tags. In my 
State I had an awful fight down there, even called out the National 
Guard, in regard to the highway department, and finally we 
got the lowest tag in America. I guess you know that. It starts at $1. 
A lightweight car, $1. You have to pay for the postage and things on 
top of that, and then the insurance. But it is just $1. 

Mr. Tavenner. If I could extend that remark, in the District of 
Columbia we have 10 miles, approximately 10 miles of territory here. 
Probably I would say we have the highest automobile tags in the 
United States. What do we have to say about them? Not a thing 
in the world. 

Now in our campaign, the Young Democrats, we want to rouse the 
citizens to know just what profit they get from local government. 

The Cuarrman. Is Mr. Huver I. Brown present ? 

Mr. Brown. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. Unless you can make your statement very brief, I 
am afraid we will be unable to hear you at this time. We have 3 min- 
utes, 
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STATEMENT OF HUVER I. BROWN, REPRESENTING THE 
WASHINGTON BAR ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Brown. I am Huver I. Brown. I represent the Washington 
Bar Association. I was selected by that organization to appear down 
here at these hearings at their last meeting, and I come here in a 
representative capacity. 

My observation, sitting here, it seems to me that most of the oppo- 
sition is due to the lack of an understanding of the fundamental prin- 
ciples upon which the District of Columbia was established. We all 
should recognize the fact that the Federal Government has a superior 
interest in the District here, and I believe this home-rule bill goes as 
far as it is possible to go without being hampered with some kind of 
constitutional amendment. 

There are some provisions in there that I realize most people don’t 
understand. I think there is no doubt that the majority of people 
appreciate the fact that mere police regulations can be and are dele- 
gated to the District government here. But the question seems to be 
that they don’t appreciate the fact that there is a difference beween 
mere police regulations and legislative matters. I think Congress has 
wone as far as it can go providing for some supervision of its superior 
interest in the District and causing these legislative matters to be 
referred to it. I think that is a tie-in there that the chairman men- 
tioned, the opinions which some of the eminent lawyers had in mind, 
making this provision constitutional. 

Now there is just one observation I want to make, at the risk of 
repetition. I believe the Recorder of Deeds office should remain inde- 
pendent; and, if there is any change, I think it should be consonant 
with the Register of Wills here. I believe it would be probably uni- 
form if the Recorder of Deeds were allowed to administer his office, 
the administrative part, under the administration of the Supreme 
Court here, as the Register of Wills is now doing. 

I also wish to say that I believe we have a better chance of getting 
better race relations by having the Board of Education elected by the 
people. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Jounston. I think you have a good thought there. You 
bring out our founding fathers realized that the District could not 
belong to any particular State. I think you bring that out. 

Mr. Brown. I do, and that is, I believe, very vividly expressed by 
President Madison—lI guess you are familiar with that—when he was 
speaking about the intention of the framers of the Constitution to 
have that in mind, and also President Adams when he turned over 
the District of Columbia, and he admonished Congress that, while 
they had this constitutional responsibility, it was the intention of the 
framers of the Constitution that we should have self-government in 
the District of Columbia in local matters. 

The Carman. Is Mrs. Elizabeth H. Ross present ? 

Mrs. Ross. Yes. 

The Crarrman. Is your argument in such form that it can be 
printed in the record ? 
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Mrs. Ross. Yes; it could be printed as is. 

The Coarrman. We will insert your statement in the record. I am 
sincerely sorry we couldn’t hear your testimony orally, but the time 
is up. 

(The statement referred to above is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BeEFrorE SENATOR NEELY’S HEARINGS ON Home RULE, SUBMITTED BY 
Mrs. ELIzABETH HEALY Ross IN BEHALF OF WASHINGTON CHAPTERS OF AMERI- 
CAN ASSOCIATION OF SOCIAL WORKERS, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF GROUP WORK- 
ERS, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF MEDICAL SocrAL WORKERS, AMERICAN ASSOCIA- 
TION OF PSYCHIATRIC SOCIAL WORKERS 


My name is Elizabeth Healy Ross. Since April 1946, I have been a resident 
and, with my husband, a joint residential property owner of the District of 
Columbia. ‘Though I appear as an individual, | am here primarily as a repre- 
sentative of the District of Columbia members of the four national membership 
groups of professionally trained social workers which have branches in the 
District. The American Association of Social Workers, the American Associa- 
tion of Group Workers, the American Association of Medical Social Workers, 
the American Association of Psychiatric Social Workers. These groups repre- 
sent a total of 700 members in the Washington area. 

Through paid and volunteer activities, an appreciable proportion of all mem- 
bers of those four organizations residing in the District are engaged in helping 
other District residents solve their economic, social, recreational, family, health, 
and certain other personal and social difficulties. 

The social workers I represent work both in public and voluntary health and 
welfare organizations, and serve people precradle to grave. Lack of money 
for emergencies and for the minimum essentials to life, propels many people to 
these health and welfare agencies, after all other resources have dried up. 
Other people, perhaps some of your family or friends among them, come for 
technical skill and guidance toward which they may or may not be able to pay; 
help in adopting a baby, advice on family affairs, medical and psychiatric as- 
sistance, and judgment about plans for child care and family relationships. 

Social workers assist these individuals and families who have troubles, develop 
and carry out plans aimed to make them increasingly independent and self-reliant. 

If people are to reestablish themselves as going concerns (whether through 
struightening out the complexities of a rebellious adolescent or through obtaining 
funds provided for their maintenance in old age), one ingredient is essential 
above all others: That such people be given the chance to keep, or to regain, their 
self-respect. Personal dignity, a sense of self-worth, is a dominant national 
standard for social, financial, and mental health. Such dignity is rooted in our 
deeply ingrained conviction that each man counts in his family, his community, 
under the law, and in the sight of God. 

Small as one man’s vote may be, great is his sense of personal worth when, 
within a governmental entity immediately affecting his welfare, he believes that 
his will, as expressed by his vote, counts. No social work warmth, no social 
work skill can help District residents known to social workers consider them- 
selves as possessing that truest of all symbols of self-respect—the right of self- 
determination. 

Inevitably the experience of citizen helplessness among adults affects children, 
Thus the children of the District grow up with a multitude of regrettable atti- 
tudes, from civic irresponsibility to resentment of their parents’ impotence as 
citizens. 

Much of our Republic's growth and strength reflects in part the American 
voter's belief—which we've come to think of being equivalent to the citizen’s 
conviction—that if something is wrong it is up to the people to “do something 
about it.” Thus, much of our governmental philosophy, many of our laws, and 
innumerable administrative rulings are the result of one form or another of 
citizen action. But, with the American citizens who live in the District of 
Columbia, there is almost no way for them to “do something about it.” Yet, what 
George does may not be satisfactory. Whether George is symbolized by Congress 
or by a special-interest group, George's activity cannot honestly reflect the inter- 
ests of the silent, unrepresented yvoteless citizen. This is true equally of those 
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who are aided by social and health agencies and of those who wish to work for 
District-wide improvement of the social, recreational, and health provisions for 
all of the children and young people. 

Congress seems remote, and is. Even the members of this conspicuously in- 
terested and friendly committee will be reelected by their own constituents, not 
by District residents. 

It is a matter of rare good fortune that such a committee as this is willing to 
schedule its time and turn its thinking to matters which most such committees 
have viewed as of secondary and transient importance. The quality of committee 
attention has produced a vividness of response within the District (despite wide 
lassitude and the helplessness produced by previous District lack of experience 
and incentive) which in itself suggests that a promised land may be ahead. 

Without a group of locally elected officials, without power to vote them in and 
out of office, it is inevitable that all services affecting the welfare of residents, 
certainly the social services, will continue to be relatively disjointed, ununified, 
and uncertain. (As to uncertainty, we refer you to the “day care” situation.) 

Historically in the United States, and in present-day practice, social work 
has developed nonauthoritarian attitudes, and a characteristic nonauthoritative 
administrative method. It operates on the assumption that delegation of author- 
ity and of responsibility is essential, and that the individual served must have 
a basis of valid choice as to what he wants to do about himself and his troubles. 
Further, it assumes that only as social workers themselves are free of the 
injustice of arbitrary authority will those they help be free of undue pressure, 
prejudice, or interference with their privacy. Such an administrative approach 
to tired, confused, burdened, and sick people is extraordinarily difficult to main- 
tain in the District. Concisely, this is because the bases of decision about 
budget, standards, and services rest on those whom neither the wide community 
nor the recipients themselves can hold accountable. 

As you see, Senator Neely, when the local profession of social work unites 
in speaking, it also unites in speaking for its clientele. To a degree this may 
always be true; but may it never again be as necessary as now when the voice 
of the vote is denied to all of us who live here. We do not know exactly what 
social and health improvements can be effected in the life of the District under 
self-government. Certainly we and our clientele will have much to learn about 
citizen responsibility. We will have to learn how to work within a municipality 
in which passing the buck no longer represents a necessity in operation, but an 
occasional misstep in efficiency. We shall have to grow up as citizens and keep 
apace with the times. 

Through the provisions of the Kefauver-Taft bill, when enacted into law, we 
700 social workers of the area are confident that our potential as citizens, our 
faith in the dignity of each man, our knowledge that democracy can work through 


social administration, will be fulfilled for the benefit of the District, and of the 
Nation. 


(The statement submitted by the Washingtonians is as follows:) 


THE WASHINGTONIANS, 
Washington, D. C., February 21, 1951. 

The citizens group which composes the Washingtonians has gone on record 
for over 20 years in favor of a constitutional amendment which would provide 
complete suffrage for the District of Columbia. Representatives of the asso- 
ciation have appeared before congressional committees and other groups as 
specifically favoring national representation as the first step toward securing 
the franchise for the voteless residents of the city of Washington, D. C. 

We believe that suffrage in any form for the District must be by constitutional! 
amendment. We strongly oppose the Kefauver bill for home rule, now known 
as the Kefauver-Taft bill, because it does not provide for national representa 
tion, and for a number of other reasons. It is our opinion that Congress does 
not have the right to delegate ordinance-making powers to an elected municipal 
government in this city; and for that reason it is believed that any such delega 
tion would be unconstitutional, and in the end would be questioned by a multi- 
plicity of suits. It must be borne in mind that the Constitution provides that 
Congress shall have exclusive legislaion over the District of Columbia. We 
do not believe that Congress can get around this provision unless it is by a 
constitutional amendment, but of course it is realized that Congress can delegate 
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to the municipal heads power to establish certain ordinances for the District 
but certainly this is far from genuine suffrage. 

By the Kefauver bill certain powers are granted to the District government, 
including powers which we believe Congress could not legally delegate without 
a constitutional amendment. Congress is not blind to this because it retains 
a veto power over anything which might be done by an elected Council, which 
is provided for in the Kefauver bill. By this veto the most vital element of 
suffrage is lacking, that is, the District would not have control of its affairs but 
Congress would. 

We wish to condemn the Kefauver bill as there are so many provisions con- 
tained therein that could not possibly be for the best welfare of the residents 
of the District but would result in the same old political situation with which 
the District has had to contend for many years. The bill provides for certain 
Presidential appointees; provides for the reservation of congressional authority 
by a veto power over any acts of an elected Council; provides that to be qualified 
to vote in the District it is not intended that a person be required to relinquish 
his rights to vote in another jurisdiction, which would result in dual voting, 
and an election by which our officials would not be elected entirely by the resi- 
dents of the District but partly by legal residents of another jurisdiction, and 
it provides that ballots and voting machines shall show no party affiliations, 
emblem, or slogan which would result in Communists voting who would not have 
to declare their affiliation. 

We sincerely deplore the fact that the voteless residents of the District have 
been deprived for so many years of the right to vote, the greatest privilege of 
American citizenship, and it is believed that there should be no place in this 
great United States where it can be said that some American citizens are subject 
to taxation without representation under a Government which couples taxation 
wtih representation, but when we are given the francise we want it legally done 
by an amendment to the Constitution of the United States. There is no doubt 
whatsoever that the sovereign power in the District is lodged in the United 
States and it possesses full and unlimited jurisdiction. Attention is respect- 
fully called to you gentlemen to House Joint Resolution 18 and the hearing 
before the House Judiciary Committee at the time (this has been mentioned by 
us before). The late Hon. Henry H. Glassie, formerly a well-known consti- 
tutional lawyer and at one time connected with the Department of Justice, stated 
at this hearing that Congress cannot delegate to the poople of the District of 
Columbia the power to legislate. He also stated as follows: 

“The Supreme Court has held, and our own courts have held following the 
Supreme Court, that the words of the Constitution ‘shall have exclusive legis- 
lation in all cases’ excluded the idea of a legal legislature. Now I 
ask you to settle your mind upon the question of ‘exclusive legislation in all 
cases.” That means the law-making power. Now, that cannot be delegated unless 
you get the Supreme Court to change its view. But, of course, there are things 
that can be delegated and one of those things that can be delegated and gov- 
erned by local vote is the administration of a mere municipality [t is the same 
distinction as the distinction hetween ordinances of a municipalty and the 
legsiation of the legislature of a State. There is a line, perhaps difficult to 
draw sometimes, but perfectly established, between what a municipality in your 
State can do or any other State can do in the way of local regulation, and what 
only the legislature of your State can do.” 

This organization has many times endorsed the viewpoints of the board of 
trade, one of the most outstanding groups in the city which has conspicuously 
worked for years for the best welfare of our city and it should he commended 
for its noticeable leadership and great interest. It has been noticed with re- 
gret that eriticisms have been made of opponents to the bill in question: All 
witnesses should bear in mind that we are living in a democracy, where we have 
freedom of speech, and everyone testifying before this committee should feel 
at liberty to express him or herself whether for or against the bill 

The Washingtonians very definitely favor a legal plebiscite to determine 
whether or not the residents of the District of Columbia want suffrage, and if 
so, what kind of suffrage they want, national or local or both. Other plebiscites 
have been held here which were voluntary ones and the outcome has been 
largely in favor of national representation. 

Congress is placed under a constitutional restraint in connection with the 
District of Columbia, and it is our national and local legislature. It has a 
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difficult road to travel in order to jump that provision of the Constitution which 
gives it exclusive legislation in all cases, unless there is an amendment to the 
Constitution. 

Support of a proposal to amend the Constitution of the United States is 
given by this association, whereby the residents would be permitted to enjoy 
vital and fundamental rights as American citizens, which rights are denied to 
them now. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Erra L. ‘TAGGERT, 
President, the Washingtonians. 


The Cuatrman. All who have been listed here will be permitted to 
file written statements of reasonable length and all others, listed or 
not, who represent any group of citizens, any civic body, any lodge, 
any church, or if they wish, they can even file a brief statement for 
themselves, and if it is a pertinent statement and of reasonable length 
it will be printed in the hearing and go before the Congress with 
the testimony that has been taken by word of mouth. 

(The following was supplied for the information of the committee :) 


AMERICAN PLANNING AND CIVIC ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., March 9, 1951. 
Hon. MatrHew M. NEELY, 
Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DeEAR SENATOR NEELY: On behalf of the committee of 100 on the Federal city 
of the American Planning and Civie Association, I have the honor to transmit 
to you for the use of your Committee on the District of Columbia, to be made a 
part of the hearings on S. 656, introduced by Senator Kefauver and others, the 
statement, printed on page 20 of the July 1949 issue of Planning and Civic Com- 
ment, which I presented before the House Committee on the District of Columbia 
on 8S. 1527 in the EKighty-first Congress. If the Senate committee had held hear- 
ings the same statement would have been presented to that committee. I also 
call your attention to the editorial on page 6 of the same Planning and Civie 
Comment which I offer as part of the record of the current hearings on 8S. 656. 

As we pointed out in 1949, the proposal that the United States bear a speci- 
fied ratio of the expenses of the District of Columbia is somewhat more liberal 
than the amounts appropriated by Congress in recent years, but does not neces- 
sarily represent the interest and responsibility of the Federal Government in the 
Federal city. Moreover, we recall the substantive law by which the Federal 
Government was first directed to pay on a 50-50 basis and then on a 60—40 basis, 
which has been honored only in the breach and never in the observance. 

There are four very important steps which could be counted on to improve 
the administration of the District of Columbia and the comfort and convenience 
of the citizens who live here from time to time. 

(1) The Congress might set in motion the resolution which would provide for 
a constitutional amendment by which the citizens of the District of Columbia 
who do not vote elsewhere could vote for true representation in Congress and in 
the electoral college which chooses the President and Vice President of the 
United States. The provision in the pending bill for the election of a nonvoting 
Delegate might serve as an expedient (an expensive one at that) while the con- 
stitutional amendment is being adopted and ratified, but it is in no way a sub- 
stitute for bona fide representation in Congress. 

(2) The Congress might continue to take seriously its obligation under the 
Constituticn to pass all legislation whatsoever for the District of Columbia, sup- 
plemented by a reasonable delegation of specified minor matters to the District 
Commissioners. 

(3) The Congress might adopt a policy, in carrying out its constitutional man- 
date, which would provide appropriations commensurate with the interest and 
responsibility of the Federal Government for its Federal city. 

(4) The Senate might approve Presidential appeintments for Commissioners 
of qualified and proven administrators, for no forin of government is any better 
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than the officials (appointed or elected) who are chosen to administer the govern- 
ment. The multiplicity of highly paid officials provided for in the pending bill 
will be no guaranty of good government. Where there are efficient Commis- 
sioners, the commission form of government works well. 

We submit, therefore, that Congress has at hand these simple procedures which 
promise substantial improvement in the administration of the District of Colum- 
bia without the passage of an omnibus bill which provides for a top-heavy, ex- 
pensive government in no way reflecting the inherent responsibility of the 
Federal Government for its Federal city, and which saddles the District 
taxpayers with a burden they are totally unable to meet. 

Respectfully submitted. 


C. MELVIN SHARPE, Chairman. 


To WHom Does THE FEDERAL CITY BELONG? 


Editorial comment 


Does the Federal City belong to the people who happen to live in it from 
time to time? Does it belong in part to the transients who continue to maintain 
their citizenship back home? Does it belong to the people of the United States? 
These questions must be answered before any sound administrative set-up can 
be devised. 

Since the beginning of the Republic, under the Constitution, Congress has 
exercised sole responsibility for all legislation for the District of Columbia. 
Since 1878, the President of the United States has appointed three Commissioners, 
two residents of the District and one nominated by the Corps of Engineers of the 
Army. 

Elsewhere in this quarterly we publish the statement of C. Melvin Sharpe, 
chairman of our Committee of One Hundred on the Federal City, presented 
in July at the hearings of the House Subcommittee on the Judiciary of the 
Committee on the District of Columbia, concerning the Kefauver bill which 
passed the Senate without public hearings or apparently much consideration. 

The Washington Board of Trade made a strong statement, based on a careful 
analysis of the provisions contained in the Kefauver bill. Mr. E. F. Colladay, 
general counsel, declared: “We challenge anyone to find any substantial group 
in the established business and professional fields in the Nation’s Capital who 
will say that this change is not a pure gamble; and who will not say that it is 
likely to produce a less desirable municipal government than the one which 
Washington has had from 1878 until the present day” 

The organizations which appeared before the committee in favor of the Kefau- 
ver bill generally based their presentations on a theory that home rule should 
be applied to Washington as though it were a city like any other city in the United 
States. Many of the opponents of the measure analyzed carefully the provisions 
of the bill in an effort to discover how it would work. Such an analysis disclosed 
that an elaborate and expensive governmental machine is proposed, along with 
the delegation by Congress of increased financial responsibility to the residents 
of the District. With only about 40 percent of the District in taxpaying private 
ownership it would seem that District taxpayers would be assuming a burden 
which they cannot possibly meet. 

These considerations evidently prevailed in the House committees, for in August 
both the subcommittee and the full committee issued an adverse report on the 
Kefauver bill. But the agitation will no doubt be revived in the second session 
of the EFjighty-first Congress. 

Not many Members of Congress have gone into the matter in any detail. Many 
have been glad to support any measure which would appear to relieve Congress of 
the petty details of local administration, though most students of government 
say that Congress could at any time delegate authority in minor, specified mat- 
ters to the District Commissioners. And in »ny case not even the Kefauver bill, 
if it becomes law, divests Congress of its ultimate responsibility for legislation 
for the District of Columbia. Many Members of Congress, committed to the cause 
of home rule in their own States, have assumed that experience elsewhere may 
easily be applied to the District of Columbia. This is far from the fact. Wash- 
ington is unique. It was created solely to be the seat of the Federal Government 
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and it would be a serious mistake for the Federal Government to turn over to 
local citizens and their elected representatives major decisions affecting the Fed 
eral Government which owns outright as much property in the District as all the 
private property owners put together. 

There are many defects in the Kefauver bill which would soon become appar- 
ent if the House should rush through the bill in its present imperfect form. Th 
dial voting provision would be undoubtedly be subject to litigation. If temporary 
residents of San Francisco could vote in local elections and still vote as absentees 
in their home town, we should have a situation similar to the proposal for dual 
voting in the Federal city. 

We adhere to our oft-expressed belief, which has considerable support by 
thouchtful students who have studied the matter, that the citizens of the District 
who do not vote elsewhere should be authorized by constitutional amendment to 
vote for Members of Congress which legislates for them and through the electoral 
college for the President of the United States who appoints the three District 
Commissioners. True, some time would be consumed. But it should be remem. 
bered that questions which are not settled right are always coming up for settle 
ment again. The Kefauver bill, if it becomes law, would multiply any existing 
complications, for it is generally admitted that the present covernment of the 
District is reasonably efficient and economical, an achievement not always secured 
in home-rule cities. If we are to sacrifice such efficiency and economy as we 
have to promote a practice school in shadow voting for residents of the District 
of Columbia, the Nation will be the loser. 

Since the Federal city, we believe, belongs to all the people of the United 
States, it is only logical to provide first for representation of the unenfranchised 
residents of the District in the Congress of the United States, and then through 
established channels bring about modernization of our District government along 
sound lines. At all events, the Federal Government should retain authority 


commensurate with its responsibility. 


rEMENT OF C. MELVIN SHARPE, CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITYEE OF ONE HUNDRED 

ON THE FEDERAL CITY, OF THE AMERICAN PLANNING AND CIvIC ASSOCIATION, ON 

THE KEFAUVER Bix (S. 1527), as It PASSED THE SENATE, WITH COMMENTS ON 
OTHER PENDING BILLs CONCERNING THE DISTRICT GOVERNMENT 

The Kefauver bill (S. 1527) as it passed the Senate is an improvement in many 

over the various Auchincloss bills of 1948. It contains, in whole or in 

a dozen of the improvements suggested by the Committee of One 

Some of these improvements were included in later Auchincloss bills, 

11 (instead of 12) Council members are to be appointed by the 


ine representation to the interests of the Executive arm of 
rhnment The other nine are to be elected at large from the 
District, rather than by wards or areas—a distinct improvement 
2. The provision for literary test for voters to the extent of requiri the 
if registration forms in the handwriting of the registrant 
est Kefauver measure. 
inistrations of schools and libraries are separated. 
composition of the National Capital Park and Planning Commission 
conforms to the recommendations of the Bureau of the Budget as they were 
interpreted in 1948, though the introduction of a more complete reorganization 
of the Commission is now before Congress in H. R. 4848 and S. 1931 and the 
provisions of the Kefauver bill should be brought into harmony with H. R. 484s. 
5. The purchase of parks and playgrounds by the Commission would not be 
changed by the bill 
6. The National Capital Parks are retained under the National Park Service 
and all expenses of maintenance and improvements of grounds and buildings 
under the jurisdiction of the National Park Service are to be met from appro- 
priations by Congress from the Federal Treasury. 
7. Provision to transfer the Park Police to the Metropolitan Police is omitted 
from the later 1948 and 1949 drafts of most of these bills. 
8. The zoning set-up seems an improvement in principle. 
%. Administration of sources and transmission of water supply is omitted 
from the bill and would leave the matter in status quo. 
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10, Congress may not only disapprove by concurrent resolution passed by both 
Houses all legislative proposals of the Council, which must also be signed by 
the President who may exercise a veto, but retains specifically the right to initi- 
ate any District legislation it desires. 

11. The formulas in all 1948 bills for Federal participation were unsatisfae- 
tory. The Kefauver 1949 version, as it passed the Senate, makes the Federal 
Government responsible for 20 percent of all income of the District of Columbia 
in the preceding year. This is more liberal than former proposals and has the 
virtue of rising with increasing revenue of the District: but probably falls far 
short of full Federal responsibility which should be based on the Federal stake 
in the Federal City and not on what local citizens are willing or able to tax 
themselves. 

12. The proposed bonded indebtedness in the April and May 1948 Auchincloss 
bills was limited to 3 percent of assessed real property values; but the Kefauver 
bill sets the limit at 5 percent. This may prove useful in taking care of the 
arrears of capital improvements, but it should be remembered that bonds are 
simply a method for spreading the expense of capital improvement and that 
so far from saving money in the budget they ultimately add to the amounts to 
be repaid as compared to the present pay-as-you-go system. 


THREE BOARDS DEFENDED 


We particularly deplore the proposals for the Board of Education which for 
a long period of years has been free from local or national politics under the 
present system of appointment, and we express our approval of the report of the 
Superintendent of Schools as adopted by the Board. We regret to see the passing 
of the responsible Library Board, and the establishment of a department with 
an advisory board. We believe that the Recreation Board will function better 
as a responsible board which appoints its director than as a department under a 
city manager, with an advisory board. 


DISTRICT CITIZENS NOT REPRESENTED IN CONGRESS 


In other ways, the Kefauver bill contains certain provisions which are less 
sound than some of the provisions in former bills. There is no provision for any 
kind of representative in Congress of the citizens of the District not voting else- 
where. Since Congress retains its constitutional authority for all major legis- 
lation affecting the District, it is only fair that the citizens who do not retain 
their citizenship in any of the several States (and thereby their representation 
in Congress) should have the same privilege as other citizens of the United States. 
Probably the provision for some type of representation in Congress is omitted 
pecause it is generally conceded that adequate representation in Congress of the 
unenfranchised citizens of the District must be by constitutional amendment. 
This is a longer and more laborious method than simple congressional legislation ; 
but who can doubt that the sound first step toward rendering justice to the citizens 
of the District is to grant them the suffrage to vote for adequate representation 
in Congress and for the President and Vice President of the United States? They 
would thus be constituents of certain Members of the Congress which is, when 
all is said and done, in charge of legislation for the District, and would be electors 
of the President who carries definite responsibility for the Federal City, not only 
in respect to the sites and buildings which house the executive agencies, but for 
the scale and character of the Federal City itself. 

When it comes to the delegation of minor defined legislative authority to the 
Council ; this is something which could have been done by a simple act delegating 
such authority to the District Commissioners at any time, now or in the future. 
All of the absurd illustrations of matters to which Congress has given its attention 
in the past could have been corrected at any time, had Congress chosen to do so. 
We do not need an expensive Council of 11 instead of the 3 Commissioners to 
bring about this desirable reform. 


CONGRESS STILL RESPONSIBLE POR LEGISLATION 


The provisions for the handling by the Council of legislative proposals which 
will become law if Congress does not disapprove by concurrent resolution within 
45 days and if the President does not veto them, as stated above, indicate that 
the drafters of the bill must have come to the conclusion that Congress could not 
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alienate its constitutional duty. As a matter of fact, the Commissioners have 
frequently proposed legislation to Congress, but Congress has insisted on exten- 
sive hearings and has seldom accepted the legislation in the form submitted. 


ELABORATE, EXPENSIVE GOVERNMENT PROPOSED 


So far as we can see, these proposals, instead of streamlining the District Gov- 
ernment, would blow it up into an inflated system. The provisions in the early 
Auchincloss bills provided for an unpaid Council, except for an honorarium for 
attendance at meetings. Then the compensation was hiked to $3,000 and in the 
final Kefauver bill to $5,000 with $7,500 for the President of the Council, plus an 
expense account. It has been our experience that a higher degree of ability can 
be secured in members of boards whose principal function is attendance at stated 
meetings (and concerned with policy-making, not administration) than through 
the appointment or election of paid board members. I regret to say that in my 
belief $5,000 is enough to attract many politicians and might lead to the election 
of those entirely unfitted to serve on such a policy-making council. 

It must be remembered that in addition to this Council of 11 which would 
inherit only a small part of the duties of the District Commissioners, there would 
be a city manager, presumably paid a large salary—perhaps equal to the pay of 
all three Commissioners as set up today—and he would inherit the administrative 
duties of the three Commissioners as they now function. 

In addition there would be the 12 department heads with assistants and clerical 
service. With these 24 policy-making and executive heads and their assistants 
mulling around it would be a miracle if economy or efficiency in government could 
be achieved. . 

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT FIRST STEP 


A campaign to relieve Congress of dealing with unnecessary details has resulted 
in a superficial opinion on the part of many citizens in the States that their rep- 
resentatives in Congress should not be spending so much time on the affairs of 
the people who live in the District of Columbia. The Kefauver bill does not in 
fact relieve Congress of the ultimate duty placed upon it by the Federal Consti- 
tution and it is doubtful if congressional committees will spend any less time on 
District legislation than in the past, except as Congress may do what it could 
have done at any time, delegate defined legislative authority to the District 
government—whatever it is—along the lines suggested by the late Charles Beard. 

We agree with Jesse C. Suter, writing in the Sunday Star on June 12: 

“What the American people whose homes are in the District of Columbia want 
and need is the right to participate with their fellow Americans of the States in 
the government of their country. This is absolutely true measured by all of the 
fundamental principles of the American form of government and supported 
amply by the experience of these voteless and unrepresented people at the Nation's 
Capital * * *# 

What the District of Columbia needs is an amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States which will empower Congress to provide by legislation “that 
there shall be in the Congress and among the electors of President and Vice 
Presideut members elected by the people of the District constituting the seat of 
the Government of the United States, in such numbers and with such powers as 
the Congress shall determine.” 

Such an amendment to the Constitution would, of course, require passage 
by a two-thirds vote of both the Senate and the House of Representatives, and 
then ratification by the legislatures of three-fourths of the States. When this 
fundamental reform is accomplished the creation of a local government will be a 
mere detail handled by a Congress in both Houses of which the District is reg- 
ularly represented and submitted for the signature of a President who in part was 
elected by the citizens of the District. 

In these bills we have put the cart before the horse and propose to set up a 
too-elaborate local machine, still subject to a Congress in which the District 
citizens are not represented. 


FINANCIAL BURDEN WITHOUT AUTHORITY 


In other words, in this measure it seems, Congress would be passing the financial 
buck to the residents of Washington (many of whom are citizens of 1 of the 48 
States) without transferring from Congress the ultimate power which Congress 
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holds under the Constitution and without providing that the Federal Treasury 
meet its manifest responsibility for its Federal City. 

Can anyone suppose that a Council with nine elected members, responsible for 
raising the proposed budget, would approve the further alienation of private 
property from the tax rolls of the District in order to provide sites for Federal 
buildings, however necessary to the Federal executive government? It is true 
that the Federal Government could condemn land for public purposes; but the 
pressure of the voters and their elected officials decidedly would be against the 
extension of Federal holdings which would reduce the District income from 
taxable real property and, indirectly, as a result reduce the Federal contribution 
based on local income. 

The responsibility fer the sizes and disposition of the budget is put squarely 
upon the local taxpayers. If they tax themselves enough, the Federal Treasury’s 
20 percent of last year’s income will increase. The Federal City, established 
solely to serve as the seat of Government, should not be limited in budget to 
amounts which the local citizens are willing to authorize. The Federal Govern- 
ment has a stake in its Federal City far beyond the estimated value of its build- 
ings and grounds, and, as the years pass, the Federal Government will own an 
increasing area in the Federal City—larger in extent than the area of private 
property. 

Concerning the provisions for the electorate, it is easily understood why the 
body of District voters would more nearly resemble a balanced community else- 
where if all or a large part of the Federal employees were permitted to vote; 
but we question the practicability, if not the legality, of permitting those who 
vote in the States also to vote in District elections. So long as the civil service 
and many other appointed positions draw quotas from the difference States, it 
is unlikely that many of these would relinquish their home-State privilege of 
voting. At best, therefore, it is difficult, if not impossible, to set up in the District 
a truly balanced community electorate, whereas if all those who live in the 
District and do not vote in any State were permitted to vote for representation in 
Congress, the ground would be covered without duplication or omission. 

The fact that a majority of District citizens authorized to vote under the 
Kefauver or similar bills, might elect to accept financial and governmental 
responsibility for the District of Columbia, does not in any respect justify Con- 
gress or the executive branch of the Federal Government in relieving themselves 
of the moral and legal responsibility which they bear for the Federal City. 

Washington is not like any other city in the United States. It was founded, 
and continues, to serve. as the seat of the Federal Government. Unlike other 
national capitals it is not an industrial city. In a sense its principal and only 
industry is the National Government. Most of its citizens are employed by the 
Federal Government or belong to families so employed. While many Federal 
employees remain in Washington over considerable periods of time, there is a 
cyclical turn-over brought about by succeeding administrations, which, in spite 
of the comparative permanence of the business community, offers less continuity 
in residence and larger proportion of citizenship in different States than in 
any other city. 

IN CONCLUSION 


We beg to submit, therefore, that the proposed legislation does not in fact trans- 
fer responsibility (except in minor matters) from Congress to the Council; that 
Congress must still carry on the duty laid upon it by the Constitution in all major 
legislation; that the proposed machinery is expensive and overelaborate for the 
authority bestowed; that the citizens of the District of Columbia would be 
obliged to undertake the raising of an unfair proportion of the District budget in 
the face of a dwindling area of land in private ownership on which to collect 
taxes; that the citizens would acquire the doubtful privilege of discussing and 
recommending legislation and budgets without the authority to put them into 
effect. 

We recommend, therefore, that Congress proceed forthwith to adopt a con- 
stitutional amendment which will confer the franchise upon all those who live in 
the District of Columbia who do not vote elsewhere, that they may have repre- 
sentation in Congress and vote for the President and Vice President of the United 
States. This is an act of simple justice and it is believed that once such a constitu- 
tional amendment has been adopted, a much simpler and less expensive form of 
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District government can be devised—perhaps a small policy-making Council or 
Cominission and a Governor to serve as a single administrator. In the meantime, 
the District Commissioners can carry on, as they have for many years, with some- 
what better results than in most American cities; though we recognize that every 
government needs a periodic overhauling to systematize piecemeal expansion 
into a unified government. 


THe Pusiic LIBRARY OF THE District OF COLUMBIA, 
Washington, February 28, 1951, 
Hon. MATTHEW M. NEELY, 
The United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
DrAR SENATOR NEELY: On January 31, 1951, I was requested by the Corporation 
Counsel to submit comments and recommendations regarding H. R. 1,658 (the 
home-rule bill introduced in the Eighty-second Congress by Mr. Hays of Arkan- 
sas) insofar as the provisions of the proposed legislation affected the opera- 
tions of the Public Library of the District of Columbia. Perhaps this statement 
went sent on to you. However, since that time the Senate version of this bill 
“for home rule and reorganization in the District of Columbia” (S. 656) 
was introduced by Mr. Kefauver. It is for that reason that I am taking the 
liberty of writing you now. 
I recommend that S. 656 be amended in three particulars affecting the Public 
Library of the District of Columbia. I believe that the independent Board 
of Library Trustees, appointed by the head of the District government should 
be retained; that the Librarian should be appointed by the Board of Library 
Trustees for at least a 3-year term: and, finally, that the present independent 
merit system for Public Library personnel (practically identical to that of the 
Library of Congress), which makes it possible for the Librarian to appoint mem- 
bers of the staff, should also be retained. 
Every single public library in cities as large as Washington operates under 
a board of trustees. Furthermore, a study of 195 cities of over 50,000 popula- 
tion, made in 1547, reveals that 193 of the 206 public libraries are administered 
under boards of trustees; only 13 libraries are not. As recently as December 
1947, Mr. Orin I’. Nolting, assistant director of the City Managers Association, 
stated to the American Library Association, “although a number of cities have 
adopted the city manager plan since 1935, most of them have retained their 
library boards.” The preponderance of experience and opinion is in favor of a 
separate appointive board of trustees for the administration of public library 
service. Incidentally, the Public Library of the District of Columbia has 
operated very successfully under the board system for over 50 years. 
The provision of 8S. 656 that the director of the Department of Libraries shall 
‘serve at the pleasure of the District Manager” might, in effect, mean 
dismissal with virtually no notice and is contrary to accepted public 
library practice throughout the country. To be sure, the matter of tenure 
varies in other cities; some appointments are for life, or on an indefinite 
basis; others are for specific terms of one or more years. However, I know 
of no librarian in a major city who, assuming his services are satisfactory, 
serves at the pleasure of the appointing authority and without any assurance 
of continuance in office. I do not see how an effective long-range educational 
program can be carried out on such a basis. Furthermore, if a vacaney in 
the position of Director of the Department of Libraries should occur here in 
the future, | doubt that any librarian who has the necessary training and ex- 
perience to handle the administration of a system as large and involved as this 
one would be willing to relinquish a secure position in order to accept this 
assignment on the precarious terms set forth in 8S. 656. 
The elimination of the independent merit system for Public Library personnel 
and the transfer of the personnel under civil-service, would, in my opinion, 
seriously impede library operations. The present independent merit system, 
which is identical with that of the Library of Congress and is almost exactly 
what is recommended by the Hoover Commission, should be retained. While 
the Public Library now operates under most of the civil-service regulations (with 
respect to classification of positions, salary seale, retirement, sick and an- 
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nual leave, efficiency ratings, automatic and within-grade promotions, ete.), 
appointments are made by the Librarian. This system has operated efficiently 
for over half a century. The enclosed statement by Mrs. Catherine M. Houck, 
personnel officer of the Public Library, while bearing specifically on S. 1,365 
presented in 1949, gives added support for the present independent merit system 
for Public Library personnel. 

It seems to me that the changes suggested herein could be incorporated in 
amendments to S. 656 without sacrificing any of the essential home-rule 
features of that proposed legislation. As a matter of fact an appropriate 
amendment has already been proposed by Mr. Jesse C. Suter (who is in favor 
of home-rule for the District of Columbia) in the Sunday Star of February 
25, 1951. You may recall that after noting that “the proposal to abolish 
the Board of Library Trustees, transferring its functions to an executive 
department under the District manager, is contrary to the best recognized 
library experience and practice,” Mr. Suter cffered the following amend- 
ment: “lo overcome the fourth criticism [of 8S. 655], it would be necessary 
to amend section 901 (a) by striking out the “Department of Libraries” from 
the list of executive departments named therein and in section 909 to strike 
{ out the “Department of Libraries” and transfer the entire section 909, with 

further amendments, to a new Title XII—Board of Library -Trustees, renumber- 
ing the section as 1,201. The section now numbered 909, on page 57 of the 
bill, would be further amended by striking out the provision transferring 
to the proposed director of the “Department of Libraries” the functions of 
the board, also striking out the proposed abolishment of the office of the 
librarian. In place of the matter struck out, language should be inserted 


: providing that the functions of the Board of Library Trustees and the Librarian 
cs are hereby ‘continued, together with all powers and duties as provided under 


‘ existing law.’ 
“A further amendment suggests a new subsection providing for the quali- 
fications and appointments of members of the Board of Library Trustees. It 
should provide that such persons shall have been actual residents of the 
District of Columbia for not less than 3 years next before their nomination 
and have, during that period, claimed residence nowhere else. The trustees 
shall be nominated by the chairman of the council and be contirmed by majority 
vote of that body.” 

Please let me know if there is any way I can be of service to you. In the 
meantime, all good wishes to you. 
3 Respectfully yours, 
Harry N. Peterson, Librarian. 





THE PUBLIC LIBRARY OF THE District oF COLUMBIA, 
Washington, D. C., February 8, 1951. 
Memorandum for: Mr. Vernon E. West, Corporation Counsel, District of 
Columbia. 

Subject: H. R. 1658, Eighty-second Congress. 
4 In accordance with your request of January 31, 1951, my comments and 
recommendations regarding H. R. 1658, Eighty-second Congress, are submitted 
herewith. These rearks are confined to the sections of the bill which pertain 
to the operation and administration of the Public Library of the District of 
Columbia. 

H. R. 1658 creates the Department of Libraries as an executive department 
of the District (Title V, Reorganization of Executive Departments, sec. 503, p. 


23, line 24); provides that this department “shall be headed by a director who 


3 
af 


shall be appointed by and shall serve at the pleasure of the Board of Commis- 
4 sioners” (sec. 504, p. 24, lines 5-7); indicates that library personnel are to be 
d transferred to the new department “for use in the administration of the fune- 
aq tions of such director” (sec. 505, lines 17-23); transfers the “functions of the 
Board of Library Trustees and of the Librarian * * * — to the Director of 
e the Department of Libraries,” and abolishes the office of Librarian (sec. 514, 
Ga p. 28, lines 2-5). 
i I believe that the contemplated changes in the administration of the Public 
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Library system will have an adverse effect upon this service. For the reasons 
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noted below, I recommend that these proposals be modified to make provision for 
the retention of the present Public Library organization. 

The elimination of the Board of Library Trustees is contrary to the general 
pattern of public library administration in the United States. According to 
Dr. C. B. Joeckel in The Government of the American Public Library (1935) 
nine-tenths of the public libraries in cities with a population of 30,000 or over 
operate under independent boards of trustees. In numbers this represents 283 
out of 310 instances included in the group mentioned. Another study made in 
the fall of 1947 and reported in the Library Quarterly of July 1949 reaffirms the 
fact that public libraries operate under independent boards of trustees in the 
great majority of cities. This study covers 195 cities of 50,000 population and 
over, excluding New York and Chicago; it reveals that 193 of the 206 public 
libraries in these cities operate under boards of trustees; only 18 do not have 
such boards. The survey also discloses that in cities of 250,000 population and 
over, there are only two public libraries without boards. 

I think it is significant that no city the size of Washington is without a public 
library board. In May 1949 I sent a questionnaire to the following large public 
libraries: Enoch Pratt (Baltimore), Brooklyn, Buffalo, Cincinnati and Hamilton 
County, Chicago, Cleveland, Detroit, Los Angeles, Minneapolis, New Orleans, 
New York, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Seattle, and St. Louis. Every one of these 
libraries operates under a board of trustees. 

As Professor Joeckel pointed out in 1935, “library boards are found in all types 
of city government, a fact which substantiates the now familiar idea that there 
is only a slight correlation between the type of city government and the organi- 
zation of the library. The existence of library boards would naturally be expected 
in mayor-council cities, in which the old decentralized type of municipal govern- 
ment is stillcommon. However * * * administration of libraries by boards 
is still predominant in commission and manager cities as well.” In December 
1947 Mr. Orin F. Nolting, assistant director of the City Managers Association, 
gave support to this observation when he stated to the American Library Asso- 
ciation that “although a number of cities have adopted the city manager plan 
since 1935, most of them have retained their library boards.” 

The long tradition and present universality of the board type of public library 
control is particularly significant in view of the number of times theories re- 
garding municipal government have changed. Unlike the cities in most European 
countries, there is no uniform system of city government in the United States. 
Furthermore, during the past 50 years there has been endless experimenting with 
different forms of local government. As Prof. William Bennett Munro wrote 
in 1926, “the United States has served as the world’s chief laboratory for ex- 
periments in local administration. Since 1900 we have tried more experiments 
in this field than have been undertaken by all other countries of the world put 
together. And the process of experimentation is by no means atanend. Weare 
still in the midst of it. Hardly a week passes by without the announcement that 
some American city, big or little, has decided to abandon its existing form of 
government in order to give some other form a trial.” But despite the meta- 
morphoses in municipal management, public libraries continue to operate under 
boards of trustees in most of the cities of the country. This is no accident. The 
popularity of this type of library control is the result of experience and the 
demonstrated effectiveness of the board system. As Dr. C. B. Joeckel wrote in 
a letter dated December 25, 1947, “The strongest argument for the board plan 
of library government is its record. No really great public library has emerged 
in this country under any other plan.” In Municipal Administration, Prof. 
William B. Munro says: 

“The public library department should be headed by a board with its members 
appointed by the mayor, or, in city-manager cities, by the city council. It has 
been suggested that in the larger cities unpaid library boards should be abol- 
ished. and their functions transferred to a full-time, well-paid commissioner or 
director of libraries, but this idea has not gained much favor, nor does it deserve 
to do so. For among all branches of municipal administration the library de- 
partment is the one that most appropriately lends itself to the board system of 
management. Its problems are of the sort that can best be handled by common 
counsel, by deliberation, and by the reconciliation of honest but divergent views. 
Few decisions in library administration have to be made in a hurry. A board of 
influential citizens can perform great service by interpreting the library to the 
community and the community to the library.” 
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Prof. Thomas H. Reed, director of the bureau of government, University of 
Michigan, po nted out in is Manicipal Government in the United States, that 
the best development of public library service is assured under a board devoted 
to its interest: in fact, the need for certain and continuous development neces- 
sitates a board of trustees. He also wrote, “Some of the most impotrant services 
rendered by our cities have grown up through the voluntary effort of small groups 
of citizens. * * * ‘Traditions of the highest kind often surround the activ- 
ities of such boards. Ruthlessly to tear them down in the interest of some scheme 
of administrative uniformity is folly.” - 

It should be noted that most library boards are appointed. Professor Joeckel 
Says in the Government of the American Public Library that “the great majority 
of library boards are appointed either by the chief executive of the city, or by 
the council, commission, or other governing body, or by the council on recom- 
mendation of the mayor.” 

The preponderance of experience and opinion is in favor of the separate 
appointive board for public libraries. In view of this fact, I believe that H. R. 
1658 should be modified to retain a separate appointive Board of Library Trustees 
for the Public Library of the District of Columbia with essentially the same 
powers as tliose provided for in the present law. 

The provisions of H. R. 1658 transferring personnel to the new de- 
partments ‘see, 505, lines 17-23) are rather vague. There is no assurance 
that the present independent merit system is to be retained for Public Library 
personnel; neither is there any indication of what further action, if any, is 
contemplated regarding such personnel. However, if provisions incorporated 
in previous home rule bills are any indication, it is probably intended that the 
Public Library personnel eventually be placed under civil service. I shall not 
now set down my views on this proposition, since H. R. 1658 omits mention of 
such eventuality. My objections to civil-service control of Public Library 
personne! have been stated in connection with H. R. 6227 introduced in 1948, 
and numerous other bills carrying similar provisions. However, I am enclosing 
a statement prepared by Mrs. Catherine M. Houck, personne! officer. This paper, 
written in support of the present Public Library independent merit system 
(comparable to that of the Library of Congress), indicates the objections to 
the civil-service type of personnel control for Public Library operations. 

As previously noted, H. R. 1658 provides that the Department of Libraries 
“shall be headed by a Director who shall be appointed by and shall serve at 
the pleasure of the Board of Commissioners.” This provision which might, 
in effect, mean instant dismissal with virtually no notice, is contrary to accepted 
practice elsewhere. At the present time the Chief Librarian of the Public Library 
of the District of Columbia is appointed by the Board of Library Trustees on a 
3-year basis. The practice in other cities varies; some appointments are for 
life or on an indefinite basis; others are for 3- to 5-year terms; still others are 
on a year-to-year basis. I know of no librarian in a major city who, assuming 
satisfactory service, serves at the pleasure of the appointing authority and 
without any assurance of continuance in office. How an effective long-range 
educational program can be carried out on such a basis I do not know. Fur- 
thermore, if a vacancy in the position of Chief Librarian in the Public Library 
of the District of Columbia should occur in the future, I doubt that any librarian 
who has the necessary training and experience to handle the administration of 
a system as large and involved as this would be willing to relinquish a secure 
job in order to accept this position on the precarious terms set forth in H. R. 1658. 
I know that my own reaction would be to shun such a situation, however tempting 
the salary consideration might be. In order that the library program may con- 
tinue without interruption at its present high level. I recommend that the 
appointment of the Chief Librarian be left to the Board of Library Trustees, 
as provided in the existing law. This method has proven effective in this and 
in most other public libraries throughout the country for a period in excess of 
50 years 

In sum, I recommend that all of the provisions of H. R. 1658 affecting the 
management of the Public Library be changed. I strongly urge that the present 
independent appointive Board of Library Trustees and the present independent 
merit system for library personnel be retained. I also recommend that provision 
be made for the appointment of the Chief Librarian by the Board of Library 
Trustees on a 3-year term basis. 

Harry N. Pererson, Librarian. 
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{The Publie Library, Washington, D. C., April 20, 1949] 
THE Keravver BILt (S. 1865) AND THE PUBLIC LIBRARY'S MERIT SYSTEM 
(Catherine M, Houck, personnel officer ) 


Vithin the past 16 months four separate bills have been introduced in the 
United States House of Representatives and the Senate, concerned with home 
rule and reorganization in the District of Columbia. The first, H. R. 4902 
(January 12, 1948) placed the professional staff of the Public Library under 
the merit system of the present Board of Education and the clerical and mainte- 
nance personnel under civil service. H. R. 6227 (April 14, 1948) transferred 
all Public Library positions under civil service. While H. R. 28 (January 3, 
1949), includes no explicit provisions regarding the application of the Civil 
Service Act to Public Library positions, its Senate counterpart, S. 1865 (March 
23 (legislative day, March 18), 1949) definitely eliminates the present independent 
merit system and transfers all Public Library positions (except that of Director) 
under civil service, by title XIII, section 1301 which states: (a) “Except as 
otherwise provided in subsections (b) and (c), all offices and positions in the 
government of the District shall be subject to the act entitled ‘An act to regulate 
and improve the civil service of the United States,’ approved January 16, 1883, 
as amended, and rules and regulations made in pursuance of such act.” ’ 

The vigorous opposition to such a course expressed by many distinguished 
public librarians on the basis of their own experience and observations impels us 
to importune for a guaranty of our status quo in respect to the appointment and 
removal of personnel, The opinions of several library educators and of librar- 
ians in a number of Federal Government departments as well as the findings of 
the Hoover Commission, only serve to strengthen our conclusive belief that a 
transfer to civil service will result in the serious impairment of public library 
service to the citizens of the District. 

About a year ago, in connection with H. R. 4902, letters were sent to librarians 
of public libraries in 17 cities of 500,000 or more population, inquiring their 
opinions of civil service as applied to public library personnel. Of the four 
under civil service, only one spoke in its favor and that in a way to indicate 
his system was unusually liberal. Two (including one under a civil-service 
set-up conceded to be the best in the country) replied unfavorably ; one was non- 
committal. In failing to reply, one library under civil service gave the appear- 
ance, at least, of not endorsing the system. 

Similar letters were sent to the heads of two library schools, to the American 
Library Association, and to a professor in library science and author of the 
definitive text The Government of the American Public Library. 

One head of a school was very much opposed to civil service in public libraries ; 
one advised acceptance of the principle for diplomatic reasons, while admitting 
to “tortures of soul” experienced first-hand in an institution operating under 
the system. 

The American Library Association also endorsed civil service in theory under 
certain conditions but cited the type of service the United States Civil Service 
Commission performs for the Library of Congress as a possible model for the 
District of Columbia Public Library. As a matter of fact, the same sort of rela- 
tionship does exist between the United States Civil Service Commission and the 
District of Columbia Public Library which enables the latter to maintain its own 
merit system and which works so ideally we should be loath to see it changed. 

As the majority of the foregoing granted permission to quote them, a few 
salient excerpts from their letters follow: Ralph A. Beals, director of the New 
York Public Library and formerly assistant librarian of the District of Colum- 
bia Public Library, wrote: “I have been distressed to learn that the proposed 
reorganization of the District of Columbia government, which holds such great 
promise in most particulars, includes a provision for covering the staff of the 
Washington Public Library completely under civil service. In my opinion this 
action, if taken would be a retrogression from a very satisfactory arrangement 
between the library and the civil-service authorities with, which I was familiar 





1 Since this report was prepared, a revision of S. 1365 has appeared. This bill, S. 1527, 
dated April 7 (legislative day, March 18), 1949, makes no important change in the 
provisions affecting the Public Library. 
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during my 2 years as assistant in the Washington Public Library from 1940 to 
1942. 

“The arraigement then in effect seems to me admirable; positions were estab- 
lished, gra: and reviewed by civil-service authorities, but the library authori- 
ties held the initiative in appointments, promotions, and transfers. This ar- 
rangement de for the highest possible degree of flexibility and sensitivity in 
operation. | hope that you will use your influence to see that it is preserved.” 

This expr on came from our nearest comparable neighbor, Emerson Greena 
Way, librari of the Enoch Pratt Free Library in Baltimore: “The board of 
trustees ald the administration over a long period of years have insisted on 
preserving independent status so far as employment is concerned. I am 
absolutely certain that we would not wish to participate in a civil-service pro- 
gram, 

“My one experience with civil service was in Worcester, Mass. (1940-45), and 
there only building employees came under the State civil-service program, 


I would not sy that the arrangement was ideal or even good.” 
Milton J. Ferguson, librarian of Brooklyn Public Library, recently retired, 





Was still in olfice when he wrote: “I am strongly of the opinion that the method 
of selectio ow observed in the Brooklyn Public Library is much better for 
library pu es than civil service, as we see it.” 

From ¢ nnati came this conviction of Carl Vitz, librarian: “I would be 
very unw « to head a library for which an outside agency selected the people 
through w 1 1 was expected to produce results. * * * It is my observa- 
tion that, en cities are politically controlled, civil service, if it does exist, 
operates clictly to prevent or reduce the worst abuses. If cities are free from 
polidical nation, good results nay be had, but I know of no place where a 
civil-service commission selects better than the library itself. Certainly Cleve- 
land, Det Baltimore, and Minneapolis without do not have to take a back 
seat to Chicago or Milwankee or St. Paul with civil service.” 

Ralph Miuin is the director of the Carnegie Library of Pittsburgh and of the 
Carnegie | tute’s library school as well. His standing in the ranks of Ameri- 
ean librar s is indicated by his having served as president of the American 
Library A ination. His reply is quoted in part: “Pittsburgh offers a marked 
contrast een civil service and non-civil-Sservice libraries its North Side 
is the fo r city of Allegheny. The Carnegie Free Library of Allegheny is 
still inde; ent of the Pittsburgh library system, and it operates under munici- 
pal civil ce. It has never been able to attract a sufficient number of library 
school gr tes, and it is forced to maintain a training Class in which it trains 
its own rians. With the same salary schedule, the Carnegie Library of 
Pittsburgh secures superior librarians from the library schools.” 

Severu irs ago the Detroit Public Library was faced with the possibility 
of inclus nh a Civil-service set-up and, in reply to our request, kindly sent 
US an ext ve collection of the evidence used in a successful campaign to retain 
an inde}; nt merit system, Later, reference will be made herein to details 
of that 1 rial which led to the expressed conviction that “The record of ae- 
colmplis! in Civil-service libraries to date is nothin to with pride, 
except, perlaps, in California. It is generally acqnowledged that that State’s 
civil-sery set-up is far superior to any other in this country 

But, a ugh under a civil-service system conceded to be at least as effec- 
tive as a n the country, this response came from the Los Angeles Public Li- 
brarian Harold Hamill: “Obviously, civil service is an advantage over the old 
spoils s3 1, but libraries which have been competently administered by library 
boards ; qualified adininistrators have undoubtedly been able to carry out 
higher | s of service than those which have been forced to surrender their 
personne ocedure to a considerable extent to civil-service control. * * * 

“It wi seem to me to be a definite mistake for the Public Library of Wash- 
ington, |). (., which has had such a highly satisfactory administrative record, 
and whi las always offered a very high level of service to the public which 
it serves be forced to surrender any part of its personnel procedure to a civil- 
service « nission, even though it may be under the Federal Civil Service Com- 


mission. I think it would very likely result in lowered standards of achieve- 
ment.” 

i. on B. Joeckel, professor of librarianship at the University of Cali- 
fornia, | er dean of the Chicago Graduate Library School and author of the 
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Government of the American Public Library (University of Chicago Press, 1935), 
wrote: “Regarding the question of civil service in relation to the library, I think 
you are probably right in attempting to maintain your present independent 
status. I have had occasion to check on the operation of civil service in a number 
of cases recently, and each time it seems to me that an efficient independent organ- 
ization is preferable to a general civil-service system, however good that system 
may be.” 

The preceding have been in the nature of general objections to civil service 
for public libraries. Following are particular reasons why the foregoing in- 
dividuals oppose the set-up and why we concur: Examinations fail to test for 
personality; yet, the right personality in library employees is felt to be ab- 
solutely essential. In this connection, Wharton Miller, dean of the Syracuse 
University’s Library School, had this to say: “No test, oral or written, has yet 
been devised to measure such intangibles as enthusiasm, desire to serve, loyalty 
to the job, temper, temperament, especially desired qualities.” He feels that 
appointment of a librarian “should be decided on the basis of fitness for the job, 
because misfits injure not only themselves (as a doctor or lawyer would) ; they 
injure the whole institution of which they are a part.” 

The librarian of the Evanston (Ill.) Public Library (under civil service for 
many years) is quoted as having remarked at a civil-service meeting in December 
1940 that while their civil service was of unusually high caliber and very under- 
standing of their librury problems, “there was no place in civil service for con- 
sideration of personality that will augment qualities already on the staff; that 
the best rating does not mean that this person will fit in and build up the staff to 
achieve the best results for the library as a whole.” 

Los Angeles (under civil service) feels that limiting an administrator to a 
selection from the first three names listed does not take sufficient recognition*of 
the value of personality in library work. Baltimore, Brooklyn, Cleveland, Detroit, 
ete., all emphasized the importance of this trait and mentioned the failure of 
civil-service examinations to screen for personality defects. 

The consensus was that recommendations from library schools and employers, 
and personal interviews wherever possible, were much more valid selection devices 
than examinations. Alexander Galt, librarian of the Buffalo (N. Y.) Public 
Library, summarized it thus: “Library administrators not under civil service 
know that they can evaluate the different library schools as better proof of the 
scholastic ability of the people than any examination that they themselves could 
give or could possibly be given by a civil-service board. 

“In the majority of cases the new employee has had experience in some other 
library, and the administrator can always make inquiry of the previous or present 
employer and practically always be sure of receiving an honest report of the 
ability of the librarian under consideration. When either or both of these methods 
can be combined with a personal interview, the administrator is in a position to 
secure the very best librarian that is available for the position to be filled.” 

And from Detroit, ““‘We have access to the services of the best library schools 
and the American Library Association Placement Bureau to which professional 
librarians throughout the country have recourse. From acquaintance over the 
years at library conferences, and otherwise, we know the people connected with 
these institutions, their caliber, their judgment, and discrimination, and they know 
our library, its standards, and its needs. We know from experience and knowl- 
edge of long standing the people upon whose judgment of possible recruits we can 
depend, and on the other side they know the type of people and qualifications we 
would consider for appointment. * * * The best librarians do not have to 
wait to take examinations * * * but get the best position available for which 
they are fitted.” 

Mr. Munn (Pittsburgh) reiterates: “The examinations are unnecessary from 
the library’s viewpoint, because dependable appraisals can always be secured 
from the library school and former employers.” 

Another criticism of civil-service exams in their present form is their failure 
to make allowance for special requirements. Frequently, a library needs someone 
with special training in a certain field such as science, cataloging, reference serv- 
ice, children’s work, ete. Yet, an administrator under civil service would be 
required to accept one of the persons at the top of the eligible list without regard 
to such special requirements, for which the examinations do not now test. As 
Lucy L. Morgan, assistant librarian in charge of personnel, wrote from Detroit, 
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“In selecting employees one must not only keep in mind the gaps in the back- 
ground of the staff as a whole but any single appointment may require a specific 
background not available on the eligible list. * * * 

“We are making every effort to build a staff the subject buckground of which 
corresponds to the fields of knowledge with which we deal.” 

The general unpopularity of examinations coupled with delays in holding and 
posting them often drive off the best candidates and result in long periods in which 
positions remain vacant or filled with temporary appointees of less desirable 
saliber. 

As Mr. Munn of Pittsburgh sums it up: “The supply of trained librarians is 
usually below demand, and the more promising librarians can choose from among 
several openings. They will not bother with qualifying examinations when so 
many other openings are available to them.” 

Dr. Joeckel reported among the findings of his study of the Chicago Public 
Library (under civil service) in his book Metropolitan Library in Action (1940) : 
“Delays in the holding and posting of examinations have greatly embarrassed the 
library in making badly needed appointments and promotions,” and that, “at no 
time in the last 20 years has the library (Chicago Public) been free from the 
necessity of making temporary appointments.” 

The American Library Association has estimated the need for 18,000 addi- 
tional librarians in the 6 years following the war. Even before the war, the 
percentage of placement from library schools was already 100 percent, and 
library-school enrollment declined during the war years. * 

The Library of Congress alone has approximately 500 authorized positions 
for professional librarians and over 300 for subprofessional. The Civil Service 
Commission lists about 600 additional librarian and archivist positions for which 
it examines, and nearly 200 library and archive aides. 

These figures showing national supply and local demand are dramatic. They 
clearly indicate the precarious dilemma in which the District of Columbia Public 
Library may well be placed if deprived of its recruiting function and obliged 
to rely on civil-service lists. 

As a matter of fact, these fears have been amply confirmed by off-the-record 
comments of several departmental librarians in Washington, under civil service, 
who complained that the examinations do not adequately test for the jobs 
prescribed; great delay in filling vacancies; examinations do not test for tem- 
perament. One agency, for years, has circumvented recruitment from registers 
by negotiating transfers from other departments; one officer, after a delay in 
procuring a replacement, went in person to the Commission and transported 
papers from one office to another in order to expedite the action. It is significant 
that not a single one of the agencies contacted recommended the Civil-service 
system of appointment, from an administrative point of view. 

The public-library personnel officer is constantly called to suggest candidates 
for temporary appointments in libraries under United States Civil Service in 
the failure of the register to provide eligibles. The most recent request was on 
April 6, 1949, from the National Security Resources Board. On March 30, 1949, 
Fort Belvoir asked for names of candidates and similar request Came from the 
Navy Department a few months back with the comment, “The 
has nobody.” 

But if good people are hard to get under civil service, the same appears to be 
true in respect to the elimination of inefficient personnel. Mr. Hamill (librarian, 
Los Angeles Public Library—under civil service) pointed out, “The adminis- 
tration is often put on the defensive in making discharges after completion of 
the 6 months’ probation period. Some employees are bound to take advantage 
of the security offered by civil service and of the administrative difficulties 
involved in the dismissal process.” 

In collecting evidence on which to base its own stand regarding civil service, 
Detroit discovered that, “Dismissal of unsatisfactory employees under civil 
service is frequently a difficult problem. Tenure provisions often guarantee 
security for those whose work is not up to the proper standard of efficiency, 
since rather than have publicity of a dismissal case brought to court the 
librarian is likely to retain the employee, with resultant reduction in efficiency,” 
and cited Prof. Elmer D. Graper in an article entitled “Public Employees and 
the Merit System” (Annals 181: 88, September 1935) : “No greater misconception 
of the work of civil-service commissions can be found than that which identifies 
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the merit System with mere permanence of tenure. It will alWays be necessary 
to provide adequate Procedures for the dismissa] of unsatisfactory employees,” 
"nfavorable comments were received from Several sources on the tendency 
of Civil Service senerally to give veterans preference and to establish residence 
requirements, Both practices were Pointed out 48 detrimenta) to the service and 
Contradictory to the Purpose of the merit system. 
In 1936. a group of librarians in Seattle sent out a Gestionnaire to 48 


libraries throughout the country having Civil-service requirements. This was 


14 vears 280 in point of time, yet the responses are Slartlingly relevant to the 
present Situation and Comprise a fitting summary for the urgument up to this 
boint: “Jt was felt that the results of the questionnaire indicated that civil 
Service had hot in genera} Secured better personne] Standards for libraries 
functioning under it and in Many cases Wasa handicap, for the following reasons; 
The residentia] requirements are a definite hindrance to the Securing of efficien; 
Personne] and the raising of recruitment Standards : the examidations are often 
#n inadequate test of ability; the usual Provision of limiting the librarian’s 
choice to the three highest candidates, While allowing some selection on the 
basis of Personality, js not always sux cessful; the assurance of tenure tends ‘to 
foster inertia: the difficulty of discharging incompetents ®xcept for grave mis- 
demeanors may result in the retention of ‘deadwood’ and mediocrity” (Wilson 
Bulletin, April 1936. D. 529), 

The reputations of the severa} librarians and educators quoted herejn Should 
Live Sufficient credence to their outspoken expressions as to the fallacy of 
transferring public library DOsitions under ¢iyj) Service, However, if further 
evidence is in order, that afforded by the Hoover's Commission's report, Per. 
sonne] Management and the Personne] Policy Committee's Program for Strength- 
ening Federal] Personne} Management. should prove conclusive, 4 great many 
of the Weaknesses discovered in ciyi] Service are the same 4S those to Which 
public librarians have been objecting for the last 13 years at least. Consider 
these, for example. in the Report on Personne] Management ; 

i Centralization Of personne] transactions in the Ciyj) Service Commission 
and in the central personne] offices of the departments and agencies has resulted 
in unjustifiable delays and stand jn the Way of a Satisfactory handling 
Government's personnel] Problems, (See p. 3.7) 

vo Machinery for recruiting js not adapted to the Variety and hiinbers of 
Workers required, [rt has proved fo be tow slow and Cumbersome, 4 ¢ a result, 
there have been far tog many temporary employees jn jobs Pending the establish- 
ment of recular ciyj] Service lists. (See p. 21) (It was interesting fO note in 
Programs for Strengthening Federa! Personne! Management. the recommenda 
tion for Perinitting expenditures for recruitment trips. The District of Columbia 
Public Library Personne] officer has been Visiting library Schools for the past 
3 vears and with very salutary results, ) 
3. The “ruyte Of three” does hot give appointing officers Sufficient leeway in 
Selecting personnel. (See py t1*) 

4. The examination score is not always aq fully reliable index of 
Suitability for, and Performance On, a Shecific job. (See Dp. 16.7) 

5. The Gay ernment tog often fails Co get the right man for the job or 
job ror the man (Nee ite m 3, p. 3.7) 


Ol the 


an individual's 
the right 
6. Not enough time and effor, are heing spent on recruiting our best 


men and Women for junior Professional. Scientific, technical, and 
Posts. (See item 1, p. 3.1) 


young 
administrative 

«. The Separation of inefticient and Unnecessary employees has been sur- 
rounded with sg» much red tape as to inhibit action. (Spe item 13. p. 5,") 

S. There js little desire upon the part of some of the best talent in the country 
to enter ¢iyj] Service as “areer. (See item 14, p. 5.2) 

9. The Civil Service Commission is not Organized to handle pe 
as quickly as they should be, nor to render effective over-all | 
Personnel field. (See item 16. D. 62) 

One member of the Commission, James K. Pollock, was Unable to 
report unqualified *pproval and his additiona] Views are appended 

S one of the reasons for Withholding his entire approval he fives: 
“The report minimizes the shortcomings of the present Civil-se 
Whereas, “The report recommends that personne] administr; 
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1 Personne] Management :A report to the Congress by the 
the Executive Branch of the Government, February 1949, 
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under ‘standards approved by the Civil Service Commission’,’ Mr. Pollock main- 
tains “that a complete decentralization of personnel Management be made to 
the responsible heads of the Federal agencies * * * free to develop personnel 
programs suitable for their varying needs.” 

Mr. Pollock questions the need of a commission form of organization to protect 
the merit system and suggests “that a statute outlawing political favoritism in 
the appointment of Federal employees, coupled with enlightened agency manage- 
ment is sufficient to provide adequate protection. * * * If, however, Congress 
should feel that an organization device is necessary for protective purposes, 
that interest could best be served,” in Mr. Pollock’s opinion, “by a part-time ad- 
visory board of distinguished citizens.” And that last phrase should fill any 
public librarian with righteous pride and some indignation. For wherever there 
is an American public library, almost invariably there will be a board of trustees, 
the advice of experts to the contrary. 

These reports with their definite recommendations are encouraging, but the 
fact remains that Congress, by its own admission, will not be able to effect 
any appreciable improvement for some time to come. And until the public 
library be given assurance of a change for the better, it infinitely prefers to 
refain its own merit system, which by comparison, appears already to incorporate 
the best thought of authorities in the fields of both public library and government 
administration, 


Ce 


THE CouncIL FoR SocraL ACTION OF THE CONGREGATION AL 
CHRISTIAN CHURCHES OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
New York, N. Y., March 2, 1951. 
Hon. Matruew M. NEEry, 
Subcommittee on Home Rule, Senate District Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washinaton, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR NEELY: On several occasions during the past 3 years, the Council 
for Social Action of Congregational Christian Churches as well as the general 
council of the denomination have gone on record in support of proposals to extend 
the rights of self-government and suffrage to residents of the District of Columbia, 

We wish to reiterate our support of home rule in the District, and to com- 
mend the action of the subcommittee in holding hearings on S. 656. We urge 
the Senate to take prompt, affirmative action to extend the democratic privileges 
and responsibilities to citizens in the Nation’s Capital. 

Sincerely yours, 
THomas B. Kerenn, Legislative Secretary. 


ee 


GOVERNMENT OF THE District oF COLUMBIA, 
RECREATION Boarp, 
Washington, D. C., Mareh 14, 1951. 
Hon. Marrnew M. NEELy, 
Senate District Committee. 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR NEELY: In accordance with your request to Mr. Harry S. Wen- 
der, chairman of the District of Columbia Recreation Board, there is attached 
a report of the Recreation Board outlining its objection to the Kefauver-Taft bill 
on home rule, 8. 656, which removes the direct responsibility for administering 
the public recreation program. You will note that the Recreation Board has 
concerned itself with only the provisions in the bill which pertain to the Rec- 
reation Board, 

The attached report prepared by the Superintendent of Recreation was pre- 
sented to the Board at its March 13 meeting. Action was taken to approve the 
report and recommendation and to forward this action to the Senate District 
Committee. 

Your particular attention is called to page 8 of the report which contains the 
language suggested by the Board to be substituted for the present section 904, 
paragraphs (a) and (b) in the bill, S. 656. 

Mention should also be made of previous action taken by the Recreation Board, 
“that the Recreation Board is opposed to any bill that will abolish the District 
of Columbia Recreation Board.” 
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We appreciate the opportunity to submit as part of the record the Recreation 
Board’s reactions to 8. 656 as it concerns the administration of public recreation 
in the District of Columbia. 
Sincerely yours, 
Mr1Lo F, CHRISTIANSEN, 
Superintendent of Recreation. 


ACTION OF THE District oF COLUMBIA RECREATION BoarpD RELATING TO S. 656 
(Prepared by Milo F. Christiansen, Superintendent of Recreation, March 9, 1951) 
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 


During the recent hearings on the home-rule bill, 8. 656, Mr. Harry S. Wender, 
Chairman of the Board, testified personally on behalf of local suffrage. He also 
reported that our Board had taken specific action on at least two occasions in 
which they directly opposed the loss of the Board’s authority as originally pro- 
posed in the Auchincloss bill, H. R. 4902 (1947), and, more recently, the Hays 
bill, H. R. 1658 (January 17, 1951). 

Senator Neely requested that the Board submit a report which outlined the 
Board’s reactions to the Kefauver-Taft bill, S. 656 (January 28, 1951) and lan- 
guage for an amendment to the bill which would meet the Board’s objections, 
Mr. Gerhard C. Van Arkel, committee counsel, informed the Superintendent of 
Recreation that the Senate record on the hearings would be held open for about 
a week, which permits our Board to submit this report. 

While this latest bill, S. 656, encompasses major issues relating to home rule, 
an elected School Board, creation of a City Council and District Manager, the 
main point of issue in this bill with which we are concerned is the proposal to 
remove the full responsibility for administering public recreation by placing 
this authority in the Director of Recreation who is directly responsible to the 
District Manager. 


PROVISIONS OF 8S. 656 CREATING A DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION 


S. 656, section 904 (a) transfers all functions of the Board to the Director of a 
Department of Recreation. This section infers that the Board will continue in 
an advisory capacity and specifies that a member of the National Capital Park 
and Planning Commission shall be a member (replacing the present representa- 
tive of the District of Columbia Board of Commissioners) and the representative 
of the Board of Education shall be designated by the President of the Board of 
Education, There is no assurance that there has to be a Board, even though of 
an advisory nature, as it can be abolished at any time by the District Council. 
Section (b) refers to “all expenses incident to the maintenance and improve- 
ment of grounds, buildings, and other facilities in the District under the juris- 
diction of the National Park Service shall be paid out of appropriations made by 
the Congress to such Service. The expenses (after June 30, 1953), as determined 
by the Director of the National Park Service, incident to the maintenance and 
improvement of such grounds, buildings, and other facilities as are used by the 
Director of the Department of Recreation for the purpose of conducting a program 
of public recreation for the benefit of the residents of the District of Columbia 
under agreements pursuant to the Act of April 29, 1942, creating the District 
Recreation Board, shall to the extent provided in such agreements be borne by 
the government of the District of Columbia.” The provision contained in section 
904 (b) is the same procedure as is now followed by the Board. 


DIRECTOR OF RECREATION MADE EX OFFICIO MEMBER OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
(SEC. 1405 (A)) 


The proposal to make the Director of Recreation an ex officio member of the 
Planning Commission appears to be appropriate. Problems have developed in 
recent years which conceivably would have been averted if the Commission had 
had access to technical and professional advice from officials charged with the 
responsibility of administering and operating public recreation and education. 
It would also appear desirable to include the Superintendent of Education as a 
member of the Planning Commission because of the large number of school prop- 
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et 


erties which are an integral part of the recreation plan created by the National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission and the need to coordinate all present 
and future planning with other community problems. 

A comprehensive statement was prepared and presented by the Recreation 
Board in analyzing the Auchincloss bill in relation to abolishing the District of 
Columbia Recreation Board’s authority. The full text of the Board’s opposition 
to the proposal was recorded during hearings on the bill, but various excerpts from 
the 1947 report are repeated to illustrate the basic need for retention of the au- 
thority and responsibility new vested in the Board by Public Law 534, April 29, 
1942, Seventy-seventh Congress. 

The Board respectfully but emphatically disapproves placing administration of 
public recreation under the Director of Recreation, who may or may not appoint 
an advisory board. 

The remainder of this report provides more detailed comment and data regard- 
ing the subject of public recreation administration. 

It should also be mentioned that a brief survey was made in 1947 of types of 
city government in the 22 largest cities, the method for administering public 
recreation, and what municipal services were conducted by other administrative 
bodies. A general statement was included on the growth of the park and recrea- 
tion movement in relation to city government administration. 

The Recreation Board fully appreciates that its position in opposing loss of its 
authority seems inconsistent with city-manager government, but it is convinced 
that an administrative board administering public recreation is the best for the 
citizens of the District of Columbia. 


CONDITIONS NECESSITATING NEED TO CREATE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA RECREATION BOARD 
IN 1942 


On April 29, 1942, Public Law 534 was enacted, the initial step in unifying 
wWidey scattered facilities and multiple recreation administration in the District 
of Columbia. 

Natural confusion existed by virtue of three different public agencies rendering 
services and facilities. In some cases, several different property jurisdictions 
were involved. While the Community Center Department under the Board of 
Education, the Playground Department under the District Commissioners, and 
the Recreation Section of the Office of the National Capital Parks made every 
effort to serve the public, too many gaps and deficiencies existed to permit a total 
perspective of needs and provisions for meeting the rapid population growth 
that had occurred in Washington. Varying procedures, standards, and rules and 
regulations added to the complexity of the situation. 

The District of Columbia Recreation system plan created by the National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission could not be administered under such 
conditions. By support from various citizens, civic, parent-teacher, business 
associations, the press, and other community forces, almost unanimous approval 
was reveloped to create a Recreation Board which would attack a maladjusted 
and undernourished public recreation service. 

The Federal Government’s preparation and entry into war brought thousands 
of persons to Washington for employment. This condition accentuated the fact 
that the city was unprepared to provide even for its normal population. The 
withdrawal of many public recreation facilities necessitated by the Government’s 
need for ground space for building construction, antiaircraft and sabotage in- 
stallations, and parking space likewise focused attention on the need for a virile 
agency to discharge the community responsibility for providing recreation. Ap- 
proximately one-third of the downtown publie recreation facilities had been com- 
pletely removed. Shorty after creation of the Recreation Board, a concentrated 
and vigorous effort was made to protect existing facilities and project a program 
which would provide additional facilities. Restoration of half of the polo field 
once set aside for parking space assures that Anacostia C recreation grounds 
and the Lincoln playground would be used by the United States Navy only tem- 
porarily until cessation of war activities, and prevention of further encroachments 
at various locations were tangible evidences that recreation was accepted as a 
public service essential in both war and peacetime. 
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CHANGING CONCEPTS 


Recreation has taken its place in the community family with education, health, 
and welfare as an essential community function. The armed services quickly 
recognized that provision of recreation was as necessary to morale as food and 
shelter. No longer do public officials think of recreation as related only to child 
and youth activities. It is likewise necessary for our adult population. Decreased 
work hours, increased hours of unscheduled activity for children and youth, and 
increasing removal of open space for these facilities, all add to the need for 
providing playgrounds, playfields, and indoor facilities. 

Recreation is an entity unto itself. It is year-long, not seasonal, and embraces 
a wide variety of interests consisting of physical, social, creative, and cultural 
activities. It is a positive force which enables the community to provide a 
healthy, happy, and pleasant place in which to live. Wholesome recreation 
tends to assist the home, the school, the church, and social agencies in reducing 
delinquency and fatalities, in improving community discipline, and in develop- 
ing community solidarity. But recreation is engaged in for its own sake and 
not as an antidote for social problems. Other social problems are the direct 
beneficiaries of a well-rounded program. 

ENceonomists and sociologists point to the not-too-distant future when the vastly 
improved methods of our mechanized age indicate a possible 35-to 30-hour work- 
week and a possible 45-week workyear. Surely our presently accepted 40-hour 
week is proof of what may transpire when in retrospect the 60- and the 54-hour 
workweek are not too far removed from our memories. 


LOSS OF RECREATION BOARD'S AUTHORITY 


Specific reference should be made to the fact that removal of the authority 
for administration and operation of the District public recreation program 
would undoubtedly retard the development of the recreation system plan, and 
that few public boards or commissions can point to such tangible results and 
progress as have been accomplished in accordance with authority vested in the 
Board by Public Law 534 in 1942. It should also be pointed out that experiences 
and trends in other municipalities throughout the country as well as in the 
District of Columbia indicate that there is an effective job being done to provide 
public recreation services and facilities by an administrative board. Leaving 
the creation of a “recreation advisory board” for determination by the Director 
of Recreation would give no assurance to the community that the responsible 
authority, namely the Director of Recreation, would seek the advice, guidance, 
and suggestion of such a board. Another reason cited for the continuance of 
the Board is the fact that city-manager types of government tend to minimize 
community functions relating to direct human services and community welfare. 
This statement is made without authenticated data but is based on impressions 
obtained during recent years in discussions with other public recreation officials. 
City managers quickly recognize the need for bridges, sewers, streets, and health 
services, but the intangible services are those that are usually penalized. This 
should not be considered as a condemnation of the city-manager control, but 
more as a caution that lack of consideration for these community services has 
tended to create independent boards and commissions. 

It will be necessary, for all time to come, for the administration of the recrea- 
tion program in Washington, D. C., to utilize the education, housing, park, and 
many other public facilities. These complex property jurisdictions and an 
increasing understanding of the broader concepts of activities and opportunities 
associated with a community recreation program create a multiplicity of prob- 
lems which need administrative direction by a strong board of lay and official 
representatives. It ws noted that S. 656 recommends the continuation of an 
independent Board of Education. It has been a definite trend throughout the 
United States to have independent Boards of Education and should likewise 
be a practice to have independent Recreation Boards particularly in the larger 
cities. It is hard to conceive how any one person could perform the duties 
of the present Recreation Board and do an effective job. It is far better that 
a group share the responsibilities. 
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CONCLUSION 


In general the Board is inclined to concur with the recommendation presented 
on (1) making the Director of Recreation an ex-officio member of the Planning 
Commission. However, the continuance of an administrative Recreation Board 
is felt to be essential in the administration of a public recreation program for 
the District of Columbia. 

From an analysis of S. 656 it would appear that to support the Board’s con- 
viction that it should continue to function in its present capacity, S. 656 could 
be modified by urging new language be substituted. Accordingly, the language 
in section 904 (a) and (b) should be eliminated and the following language 
inserted : 

“That the District of Columbia Recreation Board shall administer the public 
recreation program in accordance with the provisions contained in Public Law 
h4, Seventy-seventh Congress, April 29, 1942; and that the District Council as 
proposed in 8. 656 be substituted for the Board of District Commissioners as 
contained in Public Law 534.” 


THE CHEvy CHASE Baprist CHurcH, 
Washington, D. C.. Mareh 13, 1951. 
Hon. MArtirw M. NEELY, 
Nenate Office Building, Washinaton, D. C. 


My Drar Senator: I have followed the Senate hearings on the Washington 
home rule, and while I did not have time to appear I do desire to go on record 
as heartily favoring District home rule. I have urged and used my influence 
in favor of both District home rule and District representation of some kind in 
both Houses of Congress, so that we who are residents of the District can yote 
for the President and also have some influence upon legislation in Congress, I 
believe this is the real goal that must be sought. Anything less than both home 
rule, with safeguards because this is the Nation's Capital, and some representa- 
tion in Congress in accordance with population and taxes will be beside the mark. 

I give my support to the Kefauver-Taft bill, not that it answers all of the 
problems but it is a beginning to the solution. Apart from the Board of Trade 
Il believe that the sentiment of the citizens generally is in favor of both home 
rule and participation in national affairs, I appreciate very greatly your interest 
in these matters. More power to you. Let us have the vote as soon as possible. 

Sincerely yours, 
Epwarp O. CLarK, Minister. 


HoMeE RULE HEADQUARTERS, 
Washington, D. C.. March 12, 1951. 
The CLERK, SENATE District COMMITTER, 
United States Capitol, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Sirk: Please insert the two enclosed documents in the hearings on the 
home rule bill, S. 656. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mary FaitH WILSON, Brecutire 


NATION-WipDE Svuprort ror District Home RuLEe 


It may interest members of the committee to know that the District’s drive 
for home rule has won support from every corner of the country. This is indi- 
cated by the fact that some 20 of the Nation's most respected and influential 
newspapers repeatedly urge passage of home-rule legislation. These papers 
include: 

New York Times Chicago Daily News 

St. Louis Post-Dispatch Milwaukee Journal] 

Boston Herald St. Louis Star-Times 

Los Angeles Daily News Philadelphia Inquirer 
Louisville Courier-Journal Indianapolis News (Indiana ) 
Hartford Courant (Connecticut) Chicago Sun-Times 

Des Moines Register (Iowa) Washington Post 
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Numerous papers from smaller cities and towns also urge home rule for the 
District. For example, to name but a few: 


Easton (Pa.) Express Portsmouth (N. H.) Herald 
Paterson (N. J.) Morning Call Muncie (Ind.) Evening Press 
Spokane (Wash.) Daily Chronicle Freeport (Ill.) Journal Standard 


Columnists and radio commentators such as Eleanor Roosevelt, Elmer Davis, 
and Thomas Stokes also support District home rule. 


—_——_—__. 


THE FAILURE OF THE DISTRICT’s TERRITORIAL TYPE OF GOVERNMENT IN 1871 IN No 
Way InpiIcares THAT WASHINGTONIANS ARE INCAPABLE OF SELF-GOVERNMENT 


On occasions when testimony on home rule for the District has been given 
before congressional committees antagonists of local suffrage have made it their 
practice to refer to the failure of the Territorial government which Congress 
abolished in 1874. Mr. Connaughton in his remarks to the Senate District Com- 
mittee on March 5 referred to this as an indication that Washingtonians were 
incapable of self-government, and similar statements can be found in a recently 
published volume of “revelations” concerning Washington which was fittingly 
reviewed in the Washington Post on March 4. 

It is grossly inaccurate to draw any parallels between the Territorial govern- 
ment of 1871-74 and the city-council type of administration proposed under the 
Taft-Kefauver bill without considering the circumstances under which the former 
government came into being and why it was a failure. In 1871, before the admin- 
istration of the District was unified, there were in existence three separate 
jurisdictions within the confines of the District: the Corporations of Wash- 
ington and Georgetown, each with their mayor and city councils, and the levy 
court, which administered the rural “county of Washington.” 

Under this complicated and antiquated set-up and with insufficient assistance 
from Congress, the physical development of the District had lagged so greatly 
that in 1869 a movement to remove the seat of government to St. Louis received 
considerable congressional support. The Territorial form of government, in 
which the Upper House (Legislative Council) was appointed by the Executive 
and the House of Delegates elected by the people of the District was accordingly 
introduced as a means of streamlining the administration and increasing the 
participation of Congress in local affairs. Alexander Shepherd was appointed 
by President Grant as Vice President of the Board of Public Works, a body 
created specifically to carry out the much-needed improvements to Washington 
streets and water supplies. 

The failure and eventual bankruptcy of the Territorial government can be 
directly ascribed to the overlapping of the authority of the Board of Public Works 
and that of the elected government of the District, and to the fact that Shepherd, 
a man of prodigious energy, accomplished more in 3 years than the corporations 
had in as many decades. The expense of the civic improvements, which entailed 
heavy special assessments, proved to be more than the taxpayers of Washington 
could bear, and Congress was forced to take over their burden for them. 

Such a situation, however, could not reoccur under present conditions, where 
similar expenditures are no longer a crying necessity ; moreover, under the Taft- 
Kefauver bill, which makes no provision for a Board of Public Works and which 
places stringent safeguards upon the borrowing powers of the Government as well 
as retaining the veto powers of Congress, the financial manipulations to which 
Shepherd resorted would be out of the question. 

The arguments which ascribe the failure of the Territorial government to 
Negro suffrage repeated in Washington Confidential will not bear objective 
analysis. Negroes yoted faithfully for the Republicans during the reconstruction 
period because that party had fought for their rights during and after the Civil 
War and because the Democrats had consistently opposed every measure by 
which they could achieve political, economic, and educational equality as citizens, 
Shepherd not only represented the party to which they are bound by strong ties 
of loyalty, but his program of civic improvements alforded them an opportunity of 
large-scale employment. 

It is significant that the Irish, who constituted the balance of the laboring 
class, were equally solidly behind the Board of Public Works at this time. The 
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chief organized opposition to their program came from such large property owners 
as W. W. Corcoran and George W. Riggs, the bankers, who would have the 
largest sums to pay in special assessments for improvements. 

In the lengthy investigations made by congressional committees in 1872 and 
1874 of the conduct of the Territorial government not one shred of evidence was 
disclosed to substantiate the charges that Negroes voted illegally. Even the 
editer of the Daily Patriot, the opposition organ subsidized by Mr. Corcoran, 
was unable when placed upon the witness stand to produce facts and figures to 
maintain the extravagant accusations made in his journal. 

At no time did Negroes constitute a majority in the Legislative Assembly of 
the District ; the largest representation which they achieved was 3 out of 11 in the 
Legislative Council and 5 out of 22 in the House of Delegates. To speak of the 
Negroes dominating District politics at this time is grossly to distort the facts, 
since the Board of Public Works, all members of which were appointed by the 
Executive, was responsible for the financial chaos in which the District fell in 
1874, it is clear that they have been made the scapegoats for the errors of others. 

While the substtitution of hearsay for facts is only to be expected of Messrs 
Lait and Mortimer, it seems unfortunate that long-time residents of Washington 
should choose to repeat such distortious of local history year after year as argu 
ments against the revival of local suffrage. The citizens of the District whe are 
vitally concerned in the passage of the Taft-Kefauver bill would do well to investi- 
gate more closely the Territorial government and its operations so as to be 
equipped to refute such arguments in the future. 


JAMES H. WHYTE. 
WASHINGTON, 


WASHINGTON, D. C., March 5, 1951. 
Hon. MatrHew M. NEELY, 


Chairman, Committee on District of Columbia, 

United States Senate. 
DeEAR SENATOR NEELY: I am sorry I was not in the committee room this morn- 
ing when during the closing minutes you called for testimony in favor of home 
rule. 

Attached is the brief statement I had planned to give on behalf of the Friends 
Committee on National Legislation and the Social Order Committee of the 
Friends Meeting of Washington. I shall appreciate your having the statement 
inserted in the record. 

Sincerely, 


LEWIs H. RoHRBAUGH. 


STATEMENT FROM THE Soctarn OrpER COMMITTEE OF THE FRIENDS MEETING OF 
WASHINGTON AND THE FRIENDS COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL LEGISLATION 


(Presented by Lewis H. Rohrbaugh) 


The Social Order Committee of the Friends Meeting of Washington and the 
Friends Committee on National Legislation wish to place themselves on record 
as favoring home rule for the District of Columbia. Whatever problems of 
detail have to be worked out to make such government possible, they believe 
that local self-government should be granted to the residents of the District 
as a matter of democratic principle. 

For 300 years the Society of Friends has testified to its belief in the individual 
obligation of every man to seek the truth and to exemplify his belief in his daily 
life. Where men are denied the right to participate as citizens in carrying 
the responsibility for decisions of policy in government, where they have no voice 
in selecting their own representatives, and have only the costs of government to 
bear, individual responsibility cannot be transformed into public service and the 
best interests of both the individual and the government suffer. We, therefore, 
favor legislation which would once more grant to the American citizens who 
live in Washington the right to participate in their OWn Government and to 
earry the responsibility for their own regulation. 
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SUPPLEM ENTAL STATEMENT ON Home Rute BY GEORGE W. Hopckrns, 
WASHINGTON, D. ©, 

A modified home-rule bill suited to the 
objections and fears Which have seemed increasingly to endanger the refer- 
endum adoption and the successful try-out of local self-government for the 
District of Columbia, should meet the following three conditions, which are 
Obviously so closely allied that they Will be met aut the same time by a single 
type of bill. 

(1) The bill should he made less forbidding and less Vulnerable in 
and complexity, which #re entailed by 
Ministrative reorganization With the basic home-rule set-up in a comprehensive 
hew District charter, Although considerably shorter than some other recent 
bills for home rule and reorganization, the present S. 656 runs to 119 pages, 
which too few People can be expected to read carefully and understand. The 
extra bulk provides additional points on Which objections and doubts Inay be 

ain issues of an effective introduction 


raised, instead of concentrating on the mi 
of local self-government Which various polls have shown the majority of local 
citizens desire although objections on details might cause many of them to argue 
and vote against any one particular measure for that purpose. In 1939 to 1945, 
there were several self-government bills for the District of 11 to 14 pages in 
length, and, while they may be Judged to be a little too short to cover all that 
is needed, about 25 pages ought to be adequate for a bill which also eets con- 
ditions (2) and (3) below, 

(2) The bill should provide for the try-out of the most essential] changes, and 
avoid premature decision on many other matters which would have to be titted 
into that changed situation in the most effective way. The District has had 
recent experience with the operation of local self-government, and normal dif. 
ferences of opinion about provisions to be put into a charter are greatly in- 
creased by this circumstance, even among persons who are contident of the suc- 
Cess of home rule in seneral, and stil] more among persons Who are skeptical 
2nd are inclined to look for and magnify dangers. The feneral pla 
manager sovernment follows Successful practice in 
are well enough Within Washington’s population class for such purposes of com- 
parison, but critics have been reluctant to recognize that fact, Moreover, 
are some respects in which Washington nee¢ 
for which 


present situation, to obviate the chief 


its bulk 
the effort to embody an extensive ad- 
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nh of Council- 
ther Cities, several of which 


there 
Is special provisions in its charter, 
there is not really a Satisfying precedent anywhere else. Wherever 
it is not practicable to Postpone such provisions to later local or congressional 
legislation after other features of home rule are a going concern, they should 
be tried out on a tentative basis jin such a manner as to give the best foundation 
for a permanent decision. Of course, anything in S. 656 is subject to later 
change on the basis of experience if the bill becomes a law, but its comprehen- 
Siveness and Some features of its Wording seem to sive an air of finality which 
adds to the fears of those who imagine dire consequences with Which we may be 
Saddled permanently. These fears are increased by the present bill's emphasis 
on making a clean break from the present system, as in its frequent phraseology 
abolishing existing positions and agencies feven where something Wholly or 
largely identical is Set up in the place of what is abolished). It would allay 
such fears, and also smooth the transition to the new sovernment, if the bill 
adopted the basic prinicple of continuing existing organs and procedures of 
sovernment, under the contro] of the new Council] and Manager instead of the 
Commissioners, except where expressly provided otherwise, or until the new 
regime makes changes it may be empowered to make. 

(3) The hill should give added recognition to the home-rule principle by 
enabling the people of the District, through elected representatives, to partici- 
pate in working out the more detailed provisions of a comprehensive and rela- 
tively permanent charter of government for the District. In the States it is 
cusomary for home rule charters to be worked out initially by locally elected 
charter commissions, The Setting up of a charter commission for the District 
has been Sugsested from time to time, but there is the diffi: ulty that the District 
has no present elective Sysem as a background for Creating such a 
and for affording such # commission a basis of experience for 
matters (as discussed above), 
providing “reg] home rule” 


commission 
decisions on many 
Some of those Who are Opposing S. 656 


a8 not 
in their Special interpretation of that 
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objected in general as well as in some particulars to the inclusion of reorgani- 
zation of the local administrative Set-up along with home-rule provisions in the 
bill, and have suggested that decisions on such matters should be Shared in by 
the District citizens more effectively than is possible merely by voting yes or 
no in a referendum on a completed charter. A bill that would do this should 
gain considerable Support from those now opposed to or dubious about S. 656. 

The argument so often heard that national representation for the District 
should be a necessary part of or precedent to home rule should } 
legislative consideration of measures for national representation, necessarily 
separate in nature and even in the committees which have jurisdiction over it 
in Congress: and also met by continued argument showing the fallacies of such 
a view and dispelling some of the apprehensions which seem to cause 
residents to shy away from the responsibilities of 
comparable to that of cities elsewhere and to seek refuge in the very diluted 
responsibility of a less-than-1-percent share in the membership of Congress and 
in the selection of the President as the controlling powers over the District. 
According to the tacties and the persons involved, national representation could 
be used to help or to interfere with the obtaining and the perfecting of local 
self-government, and nothing appreciable is to be gained by waiting for national 
representation if local self-government can be obtained earlier. On the other 
hand, there is much eround for believing that any persons in Congress and in 
the States whose votes will be needed to authorize national representation, will 
insist upon seeing the District successfully running its local affairs before 
admitting it to a full constitutional participation in National Government, 
At best, national representation would take some time to accomplish by the 
route now indicated. If a constitutional amendment is passed by two-thirds 
vote in the present Congress, there is stil] the process of ratification by three- 
fourths of the States (which took almost exactly 4 years for the recently adopted 
twenty-second amendment, Whose speed record is not likely 
an amendment of much less active national coneern and perhaps greater opposi- 
tion), whereupon the matter must come back to Congress to implement in legis- 
lation at its diseretion. It would be optimistie to expect that 8 years from now 
would see actual District representation in Congress by this route; and, more- 
over, if local self-government had not been installed in the District meanwhile, 
our District representation in Congress would be so largely occupied with local 
District affairs as to have little time and energy left to function properly as the 
District's spokesmen on those affairs which good “national representation” 
implies. 

A relatively brief bill to give an effective but not an overreaching beginning 
of loeal self-government to the District of Columbia, and to promote the filling 
out and perfecting of the System as promptly as study and experience and publie 
assent will permit, might properly include the following features: 

(a) The present government and its personnel will continue except as ex- 
pressly changed by the act or by persons acting in their proper authority and 
discretion. The most central change would he the transferring of the present 
powers of the Commissioners (and some additional powers conferred by this 
act) to an elected District Council and a District Manager chosen by and re- 
sponsible to the Council. Other changes would be such as are needed to make 
the new government workable, are honcontroversial means of 
mental operation, or need to he tried out as a basis for 
permanent arrangement. 

(b) The composition of the District Council would he in line with best ex- 
perience in council-manager sovernments elsewhere, A simple 2-vear term has 
merit as not mortgaging too much of the future on the Working of the first 
election, although longer, overlapping terms may later be adopted. While pro- 
portonal representation has advantages (and the precedent of successful use 
by the largest present council-manager city, Cincinnati), a simple election at 
large might be best as a Starter for a hitherto voteless city and until we can 
get a line on how our loeal electorial groupings will actually shape up. Whether 
two Council members appointed by the President to represent the Federal in 
terest in the Capital, would help or hinder the system, would depend upon the 
political habits which grow up around those positions: but their inclusion on a 
tentative basis might not cause too serious objection locally, might have some 
Special value in the initial try-out term of the new Council, and would give us a 
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chance to see how the arrangement really works before we consent or object to 
its continuance in the permanent charter. 

(c) In the hands of the District Council, the ordinance-making powers now 
held by the Commissioners should be expanded to include full municipal law- 
making powers customary in other cities, which Congress can certainly delegate 
Without any constitutional question, and which might possibly be covered by 
a grant in general terms as above without need to specify such powers in detail. 
However, it would be desirable, in advance of enactment of a home-rule bill, 
to analyze the District legislation by Congress in recent years to see how it 
would be classifiable on the municipal or the quasi-State side, how much liability 
there is of controversy on this point, and how largely a grant of merely municipal 
powers would relieve Congress of its burden of current local law-making detail. 
The complicated and highly controversial system of “legislative proposals” (as 
distinct from a mere reservation of the right of Congress to repeal or override 
local acts under its paramount power) would be unnecessary if the effort to give 
the District Council quasi-State law-making powers is not pressed at this time. 

(d@) The powers of the District Council should certainly include the making 
of appropriations from District funds. Since an elaborate procedure for han- 
dling the annual District budget has been drafted for the Auchincloss and 
Kefauver bills, and has caused little or no controversy, it may well be included. 
Whether or not there is included any definite formula for the Federal payment 
toward District expenses, and also any details of adjusting intergovernmental 
services and charges, the act should at least mention such Federal payments for 
general purposes (in lieu of taxes or however else phrased) and under special 
grants as becoming part of District funds in order to settle a congressional 
decision for the record that such payments are not compensation for lack of 
suffrage to be dropped when suffrage is granted. While properly safeguarded 
powers to borrow money should be in any permanent charter, it is not essential 
that full-fledged bond-issue powers be included at this time if there is controversy 
over adequate safeguards under a new system of government which the local 
taxpayers have not yet seen in operation. 

(ce) The appointing powers of the Commissioners will be shared by the Coun- 
ceil and the Manager whether under arrangements specified in detail in the 
act or left in part to arrangements which the Council may set up. While 
leaving the appointment and removal of ordinary administrative personnel to 
the Manager or his subordinates or the merit system, the Council would 
elect, or its chairman would appoint with the Council's consent, any existing 
boards now appointed by the Commissioners; but, to secure continuity of 
government except where expressly changed to a different system, such ap 
pointments should be to fill vacancies as they arise by expiration of term or 
other usual causes. With regard to control or other relations with such boards, 
the Council would merely take over the position of the Commissioners plus the 
powers incident to additional municipal lawmaking powers delegated to the 
Council by Congress (including those incident to the enactment as well as the 
original preparation of the budget). Presidential appointments of judges and 
oflicials related to the courts, and of some other persons, would not be altered; 
but the Public Utilities Commission and possibly some other positions might be 
reviewed for possible change of the appointing power. One group of appoint- 
ments now made by judges but not in the operation of the court system is 
the Board of Education: and there might be legitimate difference of opinion 
whether that Board should be made over at once into an elected body at this 
time, or even continued as it is until other things are worked out, or chosen 
by the Council (as to any vacancies arising) without otherwise upsetting the 
powers or the procedures of the Board until separate attention can be given 
to working out a permanent plan. 

(f) The act should contain a definite mandate to proceed to study the work- 
ings of the new government and other matters leading to more permanent charter 
arrangements. The District Council itself might be the charter commission, but 
not undertaking much definitely in that line until some few months have elapsed, 
both to obtain experience in the operation of the new government, and to get 
clear of the initial complications of setting up the government and of adopting 
its first budget, which together should be enough to occupy the body during 
its opening months. The alternative plan of a separate charter commission 
elected for that express purpose might be considered. Either the Council or such 
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a commission should gather in suggestions, hold hearings, undertake staff 
studies, and submit proposals to the voters by referendum—preferably not wait- 
ing for one complete charter to be drafted and submitted for one yes-or-no vote, 
but permitting some provisions to be separately voted upon, with choice between 
alternative proposals where appropriate. Some matters would be within the 
competence of the Council or of executive officers to adopt and put into effect; 
others would be submitted to Congress for recommended enactment as partic- 
ular items of legislation or in combination as a comprehensive District Home 
Rule Charter resting upon try-out experience and referendum approval already 
obtained from the local voters. 

(g) In the absence of full-fledged representation of the District in Congress 
(which would obviously take several years to accomplish), the presence of at 
least one spokesman elected by the voters of the District would be helpful to 
Congress as well as to the District, especially in this formative stage of local 
self-government. This could be set up in very few words by applying to 
the District all the existing provisions of law about Delegates from Territories. 
It would hardly be worth while to set up a voting system in the District for 
the sole purpose of electing a Delegate, but when such a system is being set 
up for other purposes, it should be used to elect a Delegate as well. This was 
provided for in the Auchincloss bill that was before the House of Representatives 
in the summer of 1948, although it is not in the Kefauver bill. Under all the 
circumstances, the Delegate would probably be too busy with District affairs 
on Capitol Hill (besides his lack of a vote in the House) to constitute much 
national representation there; but his position there, if properly used by the 
incumbent and his constituents, could be made to help secure for the District 
a permanent national represenation to replace this obviously temporary 
expedient. 

(h) For the election of the District Council, and of a Board of Education and 
a Delegate if those are included in the act, and for referendum purposes on the 
act itself and on subsequent charter proposals, qualifications of voters and 
electoral machinery will have to be set up. Most of these arrangements are of a 
standard type and have caused no controversy. The question of the permanent 
Presidential power of Choosing the Election Board (with which might well be 
merged the board to conduct the initial and subsequent charter referendums) 
has been raised, but need not be of much concern in the initial setting up of 
elections, which may be altered in a permanent charter. Most controversial has 
been the dual voting provision, which must be recognized as just one solution of 
adilemma. Possibly, if that provision had not been inserted, some of the people 
who are now objecting to it would have been on the other side, objecting that no 
consideration was shown for the numerous good citizens who retain a national 
voting right at their former residence so long as they cannot acquire one in the 
District. It ought not to be too difficult for either side of this argument to give 
in for purposes of a try-out. If the provision is regarded as temporary in the 
Same sense as Other provisions of a streamlined bill for try-out of local self- 
government, and if the dual voters do not have any bond issue to vote upon, and 
may possibly be subject to some other limitations in qualifying to vote in order 
to safeguard against too much transiency, it might be preferable to include such 
persons in the voting as an innovation that is worth trying. Whether it is de- 
cided that way or the other way for the purposes of enactment at this time, the 
study of the operation of the new government should include some investiga- 
tion of the number of persons who would exercise dual voting and of the effect 
which their number and inclinations would have upon voting results. It might 
be practicable to include them with a separate counting, in some of the referen- 
dums if not in voting for the District Council. The lack of any reliable infor- 
mation about such persons, whether they would seriously alter results if voting, 
or seriously reduce the local electorate if prevented from voting, has been a 


handicap in coming to any decision about what should be done in regard to 
them. 


The Cuatrman. This hearing on the home rule bill is now closed so 
far as this committee is concerned. 
(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, the hearing was closed.) 
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